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Abstract
Women continue to face sexism in workplace contexts, especially those that are male dominated,
such as science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). Yet, women often fail to
confront the sexism they experience, despite confrontation being an effective way to cope with
and prevent future harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Magley, 2002). To date, no one has
assessed the potential moderating role of personality differences related to approach motivation
on women’s confrontation of sexism. In this study, women were exposed to either a hostilely
sexist or benevolently sexist question during a mock job interview that was purportedly being
conducted as part of a pilot for a STEM training program. Participants responded to both sexist
and neutral questions, and their willingness to confront the sexism as well as their interview
outcomes were assessed. I predicted that increased scores on a measure of behavioral activation
(the Behavioral Activation Scale; Carver & White, 1994) would predict greater anger and
confrontation in the HS condition and would predict better interview outcomes. I also
exploratorily tested several other personality constructs that overlap with behavioral activation.
Behavioral activation did not moderate anger, confrontation, or any of the interview outcomes;
however, both hostile and benevolent sexism predicted greater confrontation than the control
condition. Benevolent sexism also predicted better answers to the interview questions compared
to the hostile condition, and exploratory analyses indicated that sensation seeking, appetitive
motivation, functional impulsivity, and rebellious nonconformity may be fruitful avenues for
future research on anger and confrontation in response to sexism.

ix

Introduction
Women continue to experience hostile (i.e., antagonistic) sexism and benevolent (i.e.,
paternalistic) sexism in both educational (Salomon, et al., 2020) and workplace settings,
especially in male-dominated fields (Barthelemy et al., 2016; Bond et al., 2004; Evans &
Steptoe, 2002; Kuchynka et al., 2018). Yet, women often fail to confront the sexism they
experience, despite confrontation being one of the most effective ways to prevent future
harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Magley, 2002). According to Reinforcement Sensitivity
Theory, individual differences in behavioral activation (i.e., approach motivation) predict both
feelings of anger and approach behavior (Harmon, 2003a). Because anger is an important
precursor for the confrontation of sexism (Hercus, 1999), the role of behavioral activation as a
moderator of confrontation needs to be assessed. Further, because behavioral activation
positively impacts cognitive performance under social stress (Balconi & Pagini, 2014), its
potential role as a moderator of interview outcomes should also be explored. Therefore, the goals
of this study were twofold. First, I aimed to assess the effects of hostile and benevolent sexism
and behavioral activation on women’s feelings of anger in response to sexist treatment in STEMrelated workplace contexts as well as their willingness to confront it. Second, I aimed to
exploritorily assess the influence of behavioral activation on women’s interview outcomes after
exposure to hostile and benevolent sexism (Carver & White, 1994).
Stalled Gender Equality in the Workplace
Although major gains have been made for women since the second wave of feminism in
the 1960s, progress toward gender equality in the workplace has stalled significantly since the
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early 1990s (Blau & Kahn, 2006). Despite men holding significantly more full-time positions
and making significantly more money than women for full-time work, both women and men in
the 90s expressed relatively little criticism of continuing workplace inequality (Blau & Kahn,
2006; Kane & Sanchez, 1994). Therefore, attitudes about sex-based labor roles have not
increased as quickly as expected since the 1990s. For example, between 1994 and 2004, the
percentage of Americans preferring a male breadwinner and female homemaker role rose from
34% to 40% (Coontz, 2013). Although women now outnumber men in higher education, have
increased their labor force participation from 31.5% in 1966 to 48.7%, (U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, 2013), hold 53.2% of professional occupations, and are gaining access
to more leadership positions (Blau et al., 2006; U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 2013, Goldscheider et al., 2015; Thomas & Wilcox 2014), women still hold only
38.6% of official and manager positions (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,
2013) and only 12.6% of Fortune 500 CEO positions (Fortune 500, 2020). Further, both women
and men perceive and/or acknowledge greater bias against women at the top of organizations
(Trentham & Larwood, 1998).
Gender inequality is especially prominent in STEM fields. Although women make up
approximately 50% of enrollments in natural science, mathematics, and statistics programs in
higher education in the United States, they make up fewer than 20% of the students enrolled in
engineering, manufacturing, and construction programs (UNESCO, 2017) and women are left
out of craft worker fields as well, holding only 7.3% of positions (EEOC, 2013). The total
number of women employed in research and development worldwide is only 29.3%, and women
have particularly poor representation in the United States where they hold only 24% of STEM
jobs overall (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 2017). Perhaps unsurprisingly, this varies little across
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different levels of educational attainment. Although wage equality has increased in some fields,
such as engineering, an 8% disparity remains, and women hold only 14% of engineering jobs.
We would have expected these numbers to change as a result of women’s enrollment in STEM
programs; however, the number of women in STEM positions did not improve between 2009
and 2015 aside from a 3% increase in the physical and life science. After earning their degrees,
women often leave STEM fields to work in nursing or education, which is one reason why only
35% of the women with STEM degrees ultimately end up working in STEM fields.
In sum, the workplace remains heavily gendered, and although there is widespread
support for women’s equal participation in the workforce, this does not indicate that people hold
egalitarian attitudes about women’s inclusion in all fields. Many women work in feminized
occupations that emphasize communal or care-based roles. Women’s participation in these fields
does not challenge the gender hierarchy because they are roles that may be considered “women’s
work” and are evaluated as less valuable or prestigious as occupations that are traditionally held
by men (England, 2010).
Workplace Sexism
Further, workplace gender equality is not even limited to women’s lower participation in
certain sectors of the labor force, their lack of access to leadership roles, and reduced salaries
compared to men. Seventy-two percent of women report experiencing gender harassment at
work (Piotrkowski, 1998), which has detrimental effects on women’s mental and physical health,
as well as their job enjoyment, affective and organizational commitment, productivity, and work
withdrawal (Barling, 1996; Fitzgerald et al., 1994; Keashly et al., 1997; Schat & Kelloway,
2003; Willness et al., 2007). Sexism is particularly apparent in male-dominated fields. For
example, among non-faculty university employees, sexism in the workplace was higher in male-
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dominated areas than in female-dominated and gender integrated areas. Further, sexism leads to
lower job satisfaction among people in male-dominated areas but not in gender-integrated areas
(Bond et al., 2004). Compared to matched controls, women in male-dominated fields are the
most likely to have high anxiety (Evans & Steptoe, 2002), and qualitative studies show that
women in physics and astronomy report multiple forms of bias and aggression based on their
gender. These include being sexually objectified, being treated like an outsider or as less capable,
being ‘protected’ by being given easier tasks, being restricted to feminine roles such as
secretarial work, being treated as if they are invisible, hearing crude jokes about women, rape,
and domestic violence, and being gaslighted about sexist experiences (Barthelemy et al., 2016).
These same women also experienced outright discouragement from pursuing their degrees (e.g.,
the suggestion that women who study physics eventually end up as waitresses). They also are
told that women in science should focus on having babies, or that they will not receive resources
for their job because of their gender. Women are even threatened with violence from men whose
romantic interest was unrequited and are forced to continue to work with those men despite other
available arrangements (Barthelemy et al., 2016). Other milder forms of sexism are reported
across a variety of STEM majors in college as well (Kuchynka et al., 2018).
Women in male-typed jobs also face discrimination when going through selection and
evaluation processes. For example, women candidates are evaluated more negatively by study
participants and are less likely to be recommended for employment compared with matched male
candidates (Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). Male and female biology, chemistry, and physics
professors rate male undergraduate lab manager applicants as more competent and hirable, offer
higher starting salaries, and offer more career mentoring to male than female candidates (MossRacusin et al., 2012). Women in male-typed jobs also experience biased performance evaluations
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in experimental studies when completing male-typed tasks, receive fewer opportunities at work,
especially challenging training opportunities, and are rated as having less promotion potential
than men, especially if they have children (Stamarsky & Son Hing, 2015).
Theoretical Models of Workplace Sexism
Sexism in the workplace has been categorized and defined in a variety of ways. Most
research in this area focuses on sexual harassment, which overlaps with other forms of sexism
and historically includes obscene gestures, unwelcome sexual advances and comments, and
requests for sexual favors (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Willness, et al., 2007). However,
discrimination toward women at work is not always overtly sexual, and harassment of women is
not always, or even usually, intended to procure sexual or romantic activity (Fitzgerald, 1993).
Often, it is for the express purpose of making workplaces unwelcoming and is recognized as a
form of aggression against women. To account for this, definitions of sexual harassment also
include any conduct that has the purpose or effect of interfering with an individual’s work
performance or creating an intimidating, hostile, offensive, or degrading work environment
(Fitzgerald, 1993; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Willness et al., 2007), including but not limited
to dirty looks, threats, yelling, giving the silent treatment, making sexist jokes, or belittling
(Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Willness et al., 2007). Although this umbrella term has worked
acceptably well to identify the myriad of negative behaviors that affect women’s workplaces
experiences and impair their health, legal guidelines continue to recognize only two forms of
sexual harassment: quid pro quo harassment, in which subtle or explicit threats of job-related
consequences are used to extort sexual cooperation from women, and hostile environment
harassment which includes pervasive sex-related verbal or physical conduct.
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Because gender-based harassment is so often non-sexual in nature and includes more
daily hassles and covertly aggressive acts than traumatic events (Fitzgerald et al. 1997; Chawla,
Wong, & Gabriel, 2019), a variety of other terms and theoretical models have been put forth to
more adequately characterize and explain women’s experiences with sexism and discrimination
at work (e.g., Basford et al., 2014; Cleveland et al., 2005; Cortina et al., 2001; Fitzgerald, 1993;
Lapierre et al., 2005). The ideal model of workplace sexism must acknowledge women’s
experiences with subtle, ambiguous manifestations of sexism, such as exclusion from informal
networks, joking, and negative nonverbal behavior (Dipboye & Colella, 2005), while still
recognizing that more blatant forms of aggression, such as sexual harassment, continue to occur.
Further, the theory should encompass women’s experiences with seemingly positive treatment
based on their gender (Dipboye & Colella, 2005)—that women are sometimes treated more
favorably, such as referring to some women as “honey,” “cutie,” “sweetheart,” or other
‘endearing’ terms (Bond et al., 2004).
Ambivalent Sexism Theory
One model of sexism that recognizes all these forms of sexism while also explaining the
motivation for selective incivility is ambivalent sexism theory. Ambivalent sexism theory
proposes that gender relations across time and cultures are characterized by a combination of
subjectively negative (hostile) and positive (benevolent) attitudes and behaviors toward women
(Glick & Fiske, 1996, 2001). Hostile sexism (HS) often takes the form of disparaging attitudes
about women’s incompetence relative to men’s, or suspicion and resentment directed at women.
In comparison, benevolent sexism (BS) consists of affectively positive but condescending
attitudes and reactions to women, often taking the form of protective paternalism toward women
who are considered pure, virtuous, and weaker than men. Because BS appears well intentioned,
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women’s reactions to it are mixed rather than unambiguously negative. Across cultures, these
attitudes function in a complementary fashion to explain and justify men’s dominance over
women, with HS serving to punish women who attempt to fulfill non-traditional roles or gain
power, and with BS serving to reward women who choose to remain in traditional, subordinate
roles (Glick & Fiske, 2000). Sexism is therefore understood in this model as a motivated set of
ideologies and behaviors that maintain the gender hierarchy.
Daily diary studies indicate that women experience one to two hostilely or benevolently
sexist incidents per week in college, even before they enter the workforce (Swim et al., 2001).
Experiences include demeaning and degrading comments, sexual objectification, and
expectations that women perform traditional gender roles. In daily experiences, some of which
undoubtedly include workplace settings, women of varying ages across the United States also
report monthly experiences with various forms of HS in their daily lives, including being
overlooked or treated with less respect (classic hostile sexism), as well as heterosexual hostility,
which consists of being accused of using sex to manipulate or control men (Salomon et al.,
2020). Women also report one benevolently sexist incident per month on average, as either
protective paternalism (PP; e.g., being treated as if they need protection from men or being
offered more assistance than men) or as complementary gender differentiation (CGD; e.g., being
treated as if they are more innocent than men, or more in touch with their emotions). This
indicates that women experience multiple forms of HS and BS, each of which may have different
effects on women’s emotional responses and workplace outcomes.
Women exposed to HS statements report heightened anger, disgust, anxiety, and
cardiovascular reactivity (Bosson et al., 2009; Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; LaFrance &
Woodzicka 1998; Pacilli et al., 2018; Salomon et al., 2015; Schneider et al., 2001). BS also leads
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to negative emotional responses such as anger (Bosson et al., 2009) and increases selfobjectification and body shame (Calogero & Jost, 2011). Women’s cognitive performance
following BS is also impaired, and this effect is driven by ruminative thoughts of incompetence
(Dardenne et al., 2007) and attempts to suppress these thoughts (Dardenne et al., 2013), both of
which can reduce working memory capacity and could make it more difficult for women to
perform well at work. BS also leads to lower self-efficacy (Dardenne et al., 2007; Jones et al.,
2014). However, women are less likely to recognize BS as a form of sexist treatment and are less
likely to report anger toward a man who has made a benevolently sexist comment, relative to a
hostilely sexist one (Kuchynka et al., 2018; Salomon et al., 2015). Following this, I hypothesized
that women would rate a researcher as more sexist when his comments and questions were
hostile than when they were benevolent (H1) and would report more anger in response both
sexism conditions than control, and more anger in response to HS than BS in this study (H2a).
Anger was measured as the difference in anger at the beginning of the study (Time 1) and after
the interview (Time 2) to allow for a clearer assessment of the influence of the sexism
manipulation.
Hostile Sexism in the Workplace
Over and above generic workplace stressors, experiences with hostilely sexist
discrimination in the workplace predict emotional discomfort, depression, anxiety, obsessivecompulsive symptoms, decreased job satisfaction and commitment, withdrawal from work,
psychosomatic health concerns, problems sleeping, and decreased self-esteem (Barling et al.,
1996; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Landrine et al., 1995). Some of these effects are particularly
pronounced among women of color (Cortina et al., 2013). Although women are not always able
to identify them as such, 58% of women in a sample of 86,578 reported experiences that are
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defined as workplace sexual harassment, which can consist of derogatory sexual and non-sexual
comments and behaviors (Ilies et al., 2003).
Benevolent Sexism in the Workplace
Benevolently sexist attitudes among employers and supervisors are also associated with
women receiving fewer offers for challenging developmental opportunities and a dearth of
performance feedback (King et al., 2012). Consistent with the benevolently sexist idea that
women are less suited for the workplace than men and are not capable of handling difficult
assignments, women in Fortune 500 companies are perceived as being lower in career motivation
than men, which is linked to fewer challenging work assignments, fewer opportunities for
training and development, and less career encouragement (Hoobler et al., 2014).
Styles of Coping with Sexism
Various theoretical frameworks classify coping responses along a continuum from active
to passive (e.g., avoidance, diffusion, seeking social support, negotiation, seeking outside, help,
and confrontation; Gruber & Smith, 1995). Other, multidimensional approaches characterize
coping strategies as 1) direct or indirect and 2) made alone or with others (Gutek & Koss, 1993).
Others characterize it based on the 1) focus of response (self or initiator) and 2) mode of
response (self or supported) and order the responses from least effective to most effective (i.e.,
avoidance/denial (self-focus and self-response), social coping (self-focus and supported
response), confrontation/negotiation (initiator focus and self-response), and advocacy seeking
(initiator focus and initiator response; Knapp et al., 1997).
Seeking institutional or organizational relief is regarded as one of the more effective and
yet least commonly used coping strategies for women who encounter sexism in the workplace
(Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Knapp et al., 1997; Magley, 2002). Confrontation negatively affects
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liking of the confronter, which can lead to backlash (Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006). However,
confronting ultimately decreases the expression of intergroup bias. Women who confront sexism
(but not men who confront it) also express higher competence, self-esteem, and empowerment
(Gervais, Hillard, & Vescio, 2010), which could lead to improved performance. Women are
more likely to confront in situations in which the confrontation may be of a benefit to them;
however, gender identification predicts increased confrontation as well, even in situations in
which the costs of doing so are high while the benefits are low (Good, Moss-Racusin, &
Sanchez, 2012). Thus, some personality traits may predict confrontation regardless of the
context/relevant outcomes, and behavioral activation or some related construct may have the
same moderating ability.
However, surprisingly, despite women reporting higher perceived benefits than costs
when confronting (Good et al., 2012), women are more likely cope by being indirect, often
seeking social support or, more frequently, attempting to manage cognitions and emotions by
tolerating, denial, reinterpreting behavior as benign, trying to forget, or blaming themselves for
what is happening (Cortina & Wasti, 2005). This could have to do with the type of sexism that
women experience. In cases of less severe sexist treatment, situations in which behavior is not
clearly sexist treatment, or situations that are transitory, women will often ignore sexist treatment
or respond mildly to it by saying something like “It had to do with the pair of pants I was
wearing. He thought they were nice” (Gutek, 1985, p.79) or by reinterpreting the incident as
horseplay or a joke (Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Gutek & Koss, 1993). Therefore, it follows that if a
comment or gesture is clearly sexist, women may feel more justified in coping
actively/confrontationally. Because HS is more likely to be identified as sexism (e.g., Barreto &
Ellemers, 2005; Dardenne et al., 2007; Salomon et al., 2015) I hypothesized that women will be
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more likely to confront HS than control and would be more likely to confront HS than BS overall
(H2b).
Defining Confrontation in Sexist Contexts
The term “confrontation” is used in a wide variety of research on sexism, sexual
harassment, and racism without any kind of formal definitions (e.g., Balker, Terpestra, & Larntz,
1990; Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006; Terpestra & Baker, 1989; Woodzicka & LaFrance,
2001). However, this term is used generally to refer to any form of speaking out publicly/to the
harasser/commenter, reporting a harasser/commenter to management, refusing to tolerate
sexist/racist treatment, or “creating a stir” in response to an offensive remark. Examples of
confrontation in sexist interview situations include: asking the interviewer why he asked a
question, telling him it’s inappropriate, leaving an interview, “rudely confronting” (i.e.,
outwardly say something negative in response), or refusing to answer a question (Woodzicka et
al., 2005). Confronting is believed to be a strategy for directly or indirectly influencing
intergroup biased responding (Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006).
Confrontation of sexism is also discussed in terms of the assertiveness of responses
(Gervais, Hillard & Vescio, 2010). Behavioral responses such as questioning, noting the
problematic or inappropriate nature of a comment, using sarcasm or humor, exclaiming surprise,
grumbling, and using physical force are considered confrontational and assertive. These
responses are categorized as such because the convey to their perpetrator that their behavior is
problematic. Therefore, confrontation can be defined as “an assertive response that expresses
one’s dissatisfaction with prejudicial and discriminatory treatment to the person who is
responsible for the remark or behavior” (Gervais, Hillard & Vescio, 2010, p. 63; see also Shelton
et al. 2006, p. 67). It is also defined as “a volitional process aimed at expressing one’s
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dissatisfaction with discriminatory treatment to a person or group of people who are responsible
for engaging in a discriminatory event.” (Kaiser & Miller, 2004, p. 168). From a stress and
coping perspective, confrontation falls under the category of primary control coping, where
coping is defined as a volitional process that draws upon personal resources in order to respond
advantageously to a stressful environmental circumstance. Primary control coping is a form of
engagement coping (rather than disengagement), as it involves efforts to influence the stressful
event or situation (e.g., problem solving or directly influencing your own emotions). Because
confrontation aims to affect the behaviors of the sexist person, it falls under the rubric of primary
control coping. In addition, because assertively confronting sexism conveys to perpetrators and
onlookers that sexism is problematic, it is viewed as a socially responsible way to handle sexist
experiences (Gervais et al., 2010), thereby making in an effective way to deal with the problem
of sexism in our society. Therefore, in this study, confrontation is operationalized as an assertive
response to a sexist comment that expresses disagreement with a stereotype, expresses
dissatisfaction with prejudicial treatment, or otherwise holds responsible the person or persons
who have expressed the stereotype or committed the discriminatory event. This includes
responses to the sexist comment or an expressed desire, directed at the person, to hold them
accountable for their behavior by involving others who may penalize them or side with the
target.
Predictors of Confrontation
There are several predictors of women’s likelihood of confronting sexism actively.
These include cultural background, age, past experiences with sexism, gender socialization, and
the subtlety of sexism episodes (Cortina & Wasti, 2005). However, in addition to previous
experiences with sexism in the workplace and women’s cultural backgrounds, the way in which
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sexism is conveyed also affects women’s willingness to confront it. That is, in order to confront,
women most likely need to perceive the sexist treatment as a form of bias and respond to it
emotionally (Radke, et al., 2016). Not surprisingly, women form negative impressions of male
perpetrators of HS (Kilianski & Rudman, 1998), perceiving them as relatively unlikable and
unfriendly and reporting an urge to ‘tell them off’ (Schneider et al., 2001). When women are
exposed to HS, they report more interest in feminist activism (Becker & Wright, 2011). Women
also report interest in active coping styles when they encounter sexual harassment (i.e., asserting
oneself or filing formal complaints) if it is severe enough to be clearly identified as harassment
(Fitzgerald, Swan, & Fischer, 1995; Magley, 2002). In contrast, exposure to BS decreases
women’s interest in activism (Becker & Wright, 2011) and seemingly benevolent or benign
forms of sexual harassment, such as unwanted compliments, can prompt avoidant coping styles
that do not challenge sexist norms (i.e., tolerance, denial, reinterpreting behavior as benign, or
self-blame). Exposure to BS also encourages women to accept sexist restrictions on their
autonomy (Moya et al., 2007), and justify gender inequities in the domestic, economic, and
political spheres (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Jost & Kay, 2005). It would be no surprise, then, that
women would not confront subtle or benevolently sexist comments in their workplaces.
Twenty seven percent of respondents on one study indicated that they would feel angry if
asked harassing questions during an interview, and projected anger, but not projected fear, is
significantly associated with the desire to confront (Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2001). However,
when women directly experience sexual harassment in mock interview settings, interviewees do
not refuse to answer questions or leave the interview, and few respond with any form of direct
confrontation. Fifty-two percent ignore the harassment and answer, 36% politely ask why the
question is being asked, and 20% ask for clarification of the question. When directly
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experiencing sexism in the workplace, women report more fear than anger, and fear rather than
anger is significantly negatively correlated with confrontation. However, mean fear vs anger was
not reported in this study. The lack of a correlation between anger and fear therefore may have
been due to a floor effect, in which very few women felt anger during the interview. Feeling and
expressing anger is recognized theoretically and practically as a crucial precursor for direct
forms of coping, including confrontation (Hercus, 1999). For instance, in programs that assist
women victims of sexual violence, victims are trained to identify untapped anger, transform
emotions like shame, fear, and depression into anger, and use that anger to respond to
perpetrators. Anger is therefore recognized widely as a tool for social change against sexism.
This points to the importance of discovering whether individual differences in anger proneness
might predict greater expressed anger in response to sexism and therefore, greater confrontation.
In this study, I focused on an individual difference variable that should predict women’s
tendency to experience anger and approach emotions: their behavioral activation.
Reinforcement Sensitivity Theory
Reinforcement Sensitivity Theory (RST) describes a pair of physiologically-based
personality traits that are believed to reflect two different aspects of the nervous system:
approach and avoidance (Carver & White, 1994). Eysenck (1967) originally conceptualized
these traits as a single dimension with introversion (I) on one end and extroversion (E) on the
other, and it was thought to reflect individual differences in cortical arousal (i.e., activation of the
ascending reticular activating system [ARAS] and its effects on limbic and cortical brain
structures; Corr, 2004). Introverts were characterized as having generally greater cortical arousal
than extraverts, therefore being more generally excitable even when experiencing relatively low
stimulation. Under high stimulation, such as excessive noise or caffeine use, introverts were
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thought to become over-aroused, producing anxiety. The E/I dimension, in combination with
neuroticism (N, which reflected limbic system activity and emotional instability), was thought to
be the basis of stable personality in humans.
Gray (1970) formerly developed and named RST, proposing a rotation of Eysenck’s
(1967) E/I and N dimensions in order to develop clearer explanations of their neurological bases
(Corr, 2004). E/I therefore became Punishment Sensitivity/sensitivity to frustrative non-reward,
reflecting anxiety (Anx), and N became the dimension of Reward Sensitivity, reflecting
impulsivity (Imp). However, a long series of studies using operant conditioning, performance
tasks, passive avoidance and disinhibition paradigms, and psychophysiological indices such as
Event-Related Potentials (ERP) and skin conductance indicated the need for a clearer
multidimensional model of personality—one that could account for traits related to sensation and
reward seeking and punishment avoidance, which were clearly related to performance under
stress as well as neurobiological responses to stressful stimuli.
RST suggests that punishment sensitivity and reward sensitivity represent separate
aversive and appetitive neurobiological systems, and these traits are now referred to as
behavioral activation and behavioral inhibition (Carver & White, 1994). Behavioral activation is
thought to be rooted in the dopaminergic pathways of the brain, whereas behavioral inhibition is
tied to serotonin and norepinephrine projections of various brain structures (Beauchaine, 2001).
These neurological subsystems work in concert to determine an individuals’ attention to risk and
reward and direct their subsequent behavior to either approach or avoid. Avoidance behaviors are
traditionally thought to be motivated principally by negative emotions such as fear and anxiety;
however, a multidimensional model of approach and avoidance requires the recognition of an
avoidance dimension that has both a negative and positive end, ranging from fear to relief and
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serenity (Carver & Scheier, 1998). Similarly, approach behaviors, originally thought to be
motivated by positive emotion only, are linked to emotions ranging from elation to depression.
RST was fully conceptualized upon the development of the BIS-BAS scales (Carver & White,
1994), later modified by Gray & McNaughton (2000) to include five overall personality
dimensions related to approach and avoidance behaviors.
Conceptualizing and Measuring Behavioral Activation and Inhibition
The Behavioral Inhibition Scale (BIS) (Carver & White, 1994) measures a personality
dimension that represents responsiveness to punishment, nonreward, and novelty and is linked to
the activation of an aversive or avoidant motivational system (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009).
BIS is measured using statements such as “I worry about making mistakes,” “Criticism or
scolding hurts me quite a bit,” and “If I think something bad is about to happen, I usually get
pretty worked up” (Carver & White, 1994).
That Behavioral Activation Scale (BAS) (Carver & White, 1994) measures a personality
dimension that represents sensitivity to reward and non-punishment (i.e., the lack of a punishing
stimulus when one is expected), appetitive motivation, and increased movement toward goals,
and gives rise to positive emotions such as hope, elation, and happiness. The BAS includes three
subscales, which tap into constructs that could be relevant to approach motivation/anger,
perseverance for future rewards, and risk-taking for rewards (Carver & White, 1994; Heym et al.,
2008). Example items include “When I get something I want, I feel excited and energized,” “I go
out of my way to get things I want,” and “I often act on the spur of the moment” (Carver &
White, 1994).

16

BAS, BIS, Anger, and Confrontation
Although BAS was originally shown to be correlated with positive approach emotions, it
also predicts the expression of negatively-valenced approach-related emotions, such as anger and
frustration (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009). BAS is correlated with multiple measures of trait
anger (Harmon-Jones, 2003a; Smits & Kuppens, 2005) and predicts attempts to get someone
fired for making insulting comments about ingroup members (Harmon-Jones & Peterson, 2008).
It also predicts physical aggression (Harmon-Jones, 2003b) as well as increased anger in contexts
in which either an angry or anxious response is plausible (Carver, 2004). For example, upon
imagining a scenario in which the participants are about to be evicted because a roommate has
adopted stray animals and brought them to an apartment with a no-pets policy, reports of anger
rather than anxiety are strongly related to the Reward Responsiveness subscale of the BAS, as
well as a general measure of anger-hostility. BAS Drive and Reward Responsiveness are also
related to self-reported feelings of anger during the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001
(Carver, 2004).
In each of these studies, BIS was investigated as an alternative predictor of the outcome
variables and was found not to be associated with attempts to get someone fired (Harmon-Jones
& Peterson, 2008) or with state anger, so long as trait negative affect and/or neuroticism is
controlled for (Harmon 2003a; Smits & Kuppens, 2005). However, BIS is negatively correlated
with physical aggression (Harmon 2003a), some measures of trait anger and state anger
suppression (Smits & Kuppens, 2005), and angry responses to a situation that can reasonably
prompt both anger and anxiety (Carver, 2004). This indicates a clear need to control for BIS and
withdrawal-related negative state affect when assessing the effects of BAS on anger and
confrontation.
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The link between BAS and approach emotions and motivation has also been
demonstrated at the psychophysiological level, lending support to the idea that behavioral. Both
positive and negative approach emotions and BAS scores are shown to correlate with greater
activity of the frontal portion of the left hemisphere (Coan & Allen, 2004; Harmon-Jones, 2003b;
Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1998). Specifically, the activity within the alpha range of 8-13 Hz,
which is inversely related to underlying cortical processing, seems to be the most important
indicator of emotional processing (Coan & Allen, 2004; Davidson, 1992). This EEG frequency is
also statistically correlated with BAS, which has been used as a mediator in studies on the link
between approach motivation and left frontal activity (Sutton and Davidson (1997) and as a
covariate in order to control for trait-level anger proneness while measuring state-level responses
to anger-producing stimuli (Coan & Allen, 2004; Harmon-Jones, 2003b). Once again, whereas
BAS is reliably related to EEG measures of approach emotions and motivation, BIS is often
unrelated to alpha asymmetry (Coan & Allen, 2003, Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1997) or is related
to greater activity of the right hemisphere rather than the left, which indicates a link with
withdrawal-related neural responses rather than approach-related ones (Sutton & Davidson,
1997). Relatedly, individuals who are low in social desirability and display defensive rather than
passive coping styles have higher left frontal EEG activity (Blackhart & Kline, 2005), indicating
a potential link between BAS and coping styles that is important but remains unexplored.
BAS and Positive Functioning
BAS is also linked to healthier coping styles in several ways. First, BAS predicts
healthier anger-related responses. Specifically, one’s proneness to have an “anger-out,” rather
than “anger-in” coping style (Smits & Kuppens, 2005) is linked to BAS. Anger-out refers to the
tendency to express anger outwardly, usually by directing it at the target of one’s anger, rather
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than suppressing it, which one is more likely to do if they are an anger-in/highly inhibited
person. Suppression of anger is linked to increased alcohol use and spending less time exercising
(Musante et al., 2000). Further, the link between BAS and anger-out expressions is mediated by
state anger, indicating a potentially causal link between BAS, anger, and anger-related
confrontation. Second, BAS is linked to positive psychological functioning. Reward
responsiveness, specifically, is correlated with adaptive functioning in multiple domains,
including a reduced tendency to maladaptively externalize stress (i.e., reduced verbal and
physical aggression and delinquent behavior), a reduced tendency to unhealthily internalize
stress (i.e., trait anxiety, depression, and negative affect), better cognitive reappraisal, reduced
suppression of emotion, and greater psychological well-being (Taubitz et al., 2014). Although
these relationships may be strictly due to innate personality tendencies, it is plausible that there is
a causal relationship between BAS, outward expression of anger, and better mental and physical
health outcomes (Kopper et al., 1996; Musante et al., 2000). Returning to studies using both
behavioral and EEG measures, BAS is associated with better performance and left frontal EEG
activity during social status manipulations (Balconi & Pagini, 2014). That is, among participants
whose perceived status is manipulated to be inferior, high-BAS individuals perceive themselves
as having a higher social ranking than individuals low in BAS, showed EEG indications of
approach motivation, and had better performance on a cognitive attention task, whereas the
opposite pattern was shown for BIS in a second study. Further, in diary studies, high-BAS
individuals report more positive emotions and events. Third, angry people also are more likely to
take risks that, in certain situations, could give rise to beneficial outcomes (i.e., when
experiencing sexist treatment at work). Anger-prone individuals make optimistic risk estimates
that are similar to those of happy people and are more likely to make risk-seeking choices. In
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contrast, fearful people express pessimistic risk assessments and are risk-averse (Lerner &
Keltner, 2001). Manipulating state anger and fear also affects risk-taking outcomes, indicating a
clear causal link between state anger and risk-taking (Yang et al., 2018). In sum, BAS is
associated with better cognitive and emotional functioning, more positive emotions and approach
behaviors, increased risk-taking, and feeling and expressing anger. Because anger is so central to
confrontation, BAS is a plausible personality moderator of women’s confrontation of sexism.
In the original conceptualization of this project, I had intended to test confirmatory
hypotheses about BAS as a moderator of anger and confrontation. However, because it was not
possible to collect a large enough sample to test those hypotheses, I included research questions
instead. I explored the possibility that women high in BAS may have the emotional heartiness,
risk-taking ability, and behavioral capacity to confront gender discrimination and perform well in
situations when good performance could lead to a reward such as an interview for a job offer or
promotion. In addition, I explored whether controlling for BIS would be the best way to observe
this relationship, because participants’ tendency toward anxiety and inhibition could influence
their willingness to confront sexism and perform well in the face of a stressful sexist event
(though to a lesser degree than BAS). This strategy is made possible by the fact that the overall
BAS and BIS factors are uncorrelated (Harmon-Jones, 2003a) and that there are only small
correlations (r < .3 generally or .4 in one case) between certain BIS and BAS subscales across
studies (Carver & White, 1994; Heym et al., 2008; Huebeck et al., 1998; Johnson et al., 2003).
Because attractiveness can also influence ratings of target characteristics, including performance,
(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993), interviewees’ attractiveness was also covaried in ratings of
interview outcomes.
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I explored if, controlling for BIS and state negative affect, BAS might predict greater
state anger and confrontation (H2) and explored whether BAS would interact with condition to
predict greater anger in the HS condition among women who are high in BAS (RQ1). Anger
again was calculated as change in anger from Time 1 to Time 2 as an alternative to including a
control condition. I also explored whether anger mediates the relationship between exposure to
HS and confrontation, (RQ2) especially among women who are high in BAS, again controlling
for BIS and state negative affect (RQ3).
Further, women who are high in BAS may also be emotionally resilient to the negative
effects of sexist comments on their performance. As described above, people high in BAS are
reward-focused and oriented toward approach (Carver & Scheier, 1998). Further, high-BAS
individuals display increased motivation for career advancement (Carver & Scheier, 1998) as
well as success in job searches (Phillips & Chen, 2018). Thus, I explored whether women who
were high in BAS would perform better than women who were low in BAS. Specifically, I
conducted exploratory analyses to test for a main effect of BAS on interview outcomes, with
higher BAS potentially predicting better outcomes (H4), with BIS and state negative affect
included as covariates. I also explored whether BAS interacts with condition to predict better
interview outcomes (RQ4). However, women who ‘keep their cool’ while also confronting might
have better interview outcomes than women who become upset. It may be important that women
feel low levels of distress (i.e., anxiety) when experiencing sexism in order to concentrate on
answering interview questions as clearly and competently as possible. Because BAS is
associated with anger rather than distress (Harmon-Jones, 2003), women who are high in BAS
may experience lower levels of anxiety, which may lead to better interview outcomes. Therefore,
I explored whether change in anxiety mediated the relationship between condition and outcomes,
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moderated by BAS (RQ5). In this analysis, I covaried anger to account for the inhibitory effects
of anger on anxiety.
Finally, although controlling BIS may allow for a clearer understanding of the
relationship between BAS, anger, and confrontation, BIS is also sometimes negatively correlated
with anger and confrontation (Harmon-Jones, 2003). Therefore, the main effect of BIS as well as
its interaction with condition was explored as a potential predictor of anger and confrontation
(RQ6). In addition, other personality measures assess components of BAS such as anger
propensity (i.e., trait anger) and reward sensitivity/appetitive motivation.
Alternative Personality Measures
Although there is strong theoretical evidence to support the use of BAS as the primary
personality variable of interest in predicting anger and confrontation in response to HS and BS,
other overlapping but distinct personality traits are also worth exploring. These include
functional impulsivity (e.g., “I am good at taking advantage of unexpected opportunities, where
you have to do something immediately or lose your chance.”; Dickman, 1990) and, for
comparison, dysfunctional impulsivity, (e.g., “Often, I don't spend enough time thinking over a
situation before I act.”; Dickman, 1990) since BAS includes items such as “If I see a chance to
get something I want, I move on it right away.” BAS also includes items like “I crave excitement
and new sensations,” so sensation seeking (e.g., “I would love to have new and exciting
experiences, even if they are illegal,” Hoyle et al., 2002) and appetitive motivation (i.e., “I like to
do things which are new and different,” Jackson & Smillie, 2004), was also tested. In addition to
these, traits like social boldness, extraversion, and certain psychopathic personality traits may
predict one’s willingness to engage with, confront, or attempt to control others’ behavior. For
example, a social boldness scale includes items like “It's easy to embarrass me. (R)”; (Patrick et
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al., 2010). This construct may be high in a person who is willing to engage in socially
inappropriate confrontation. Likewise, extraversion scales include items such as “I see myself as
someone who is reserved (R).” (Rammstedt and John, 2007), and psychopathy measures also
include constructs related to confrontation including rebellious nonconformity (e.g., “I don't care
about following the "rules"; I make my own rules as I go along.”; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005)
and fearless dominance, comprised of subscales that tap into fearlessness (i.e., “I am a
daredevil.”), social influence (i.e., “I feel sure of myself when I'm around other people.”), and
stress immunity (i.e., “I am easily flustered in pressured situations.” [R]; Lilienfeld & Widows,
2005). Personality scales have also been developed with the express purpose of testing
punishment and reward constructs that are similar to but distinct from BAS and BIS
conceptually, including the sensitivity to reward (i.e., “Does the possibility of social
advancement move you to action, even of this involves not playing fair?”; Aluja & Blanch,
2011) and sensitivity to punishment (i.e., “Whenever possible, do you avoid demonstrating your
skills for fear of being embarrassed?”; Aluja & Blanch, 2011). Finally, it is possible that the
connection between BAS and anger is due to BAS measures tapping into a tendency toward
anger in general, so trait anger (i.e., “I fly off the handle.”; Speilberger, 1988) should also be
included for comparison, and to establish that it is state anger in the situation that leads to
increased confrontation rather than a state trait of anger propensity alone. I therefore explored the
influence of several additional personality measures on anger and confrontation (RQ7) and
compared the strength of their prediction of anger and confrontation compared to identical
models with BAS.
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The Current Study
Sexism continues to be a problem in workplaces, especially in those that are male
dominated. Yet, women often choose not to use approach coping methods such confronting.
Thus far, research on sexism has not considered how hostile and benevolent manifestations
differently affect women’s confrontation. Women’s responses to hypothetical hostilely and
benevolently sexist scenarios have been investigated (Good & Rudman, 2008), the theoretical
relevance of ambivalent sexism in workplaces has been articulated (Chawla et al., 2019), and HS
and BS have been shown to affect performance in workplace contexts (Dardenne et al., 2007).
However, a need remains to test the effects of both HS and BS and the moderating role of
behavioral activation on women’s confrontation of sexism in an experimental job context, as
well as their performance.
Thus, the aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between women’s BAS (and
similar personality constructs), as well as the effects of HS vs BS on women’s confrontation of
sexism and interview outcomes during a mock interview. I also explored the interaction between
sexism exposure and BAS on anger, confrontation and interview outcomes, as well as the effects
of BIS on confrontation. Participants completed the BIS/BAS questionnaire (Carver & White,
1994) and a measure of state affect and were then randomly assigned to receive either hostilely
or benevolently sexist interview questions. Behavioral responses to the sexist questions were
recorded and later scored for the presence of confrontational behaviors. Participants then
answered a set of non-sexist interview questions to see if their interview outcomes had been
impacted by the sexist comment, completed the emotion assessment a second time, and finished
with an assessment of the interviewer that included questions on how sexist the interviewer was,
whether he should have been allowed to continue conducting interviews, whether he should have
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been reported for any behavior during the interview, and how helpful and appropriate the
interview questions were.
Perceived Sexism, Anger, and Confrontation Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1
Condition will have a main effect on sexism ratings such that ratings of the interviewer’s
sexism will be higher for HS than BS and control conditions.
Hypothesis 2
Condition will have a main effect on increases in anger and confrontation such that
Hypothesis 2a. HS and BS will lead to greater increases in anger (i.e., Time 2 anger –
Time 1 anger as a difference score) and confrontation than the control condition, and
Hypothesis 2b. HS will lead to more anger increases and confrontation than BS.
Hypothesis 3
Behavioral activation will have a main effect on anger change and confrontation,
controlling for behavioral inhibition and state change in anxiety, with higher behavioral
activation predicting greater anger and confrontation.
Interview Outcome Hypothesis
Hypothesis 4
Condition and BAS will have main effects on all interview outcome variables (see
descriptions on pages 39 - 41), controlling for physical attractiveness, BIS, and state negative
affect. such that higher BAS will predicting better interview outcomes.
Research Questions
Research Question 1
Will BAS moderate the effect of condition on anger and confrontation?
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Research Question 2
Will perceptions of sexism and anger differentially mediate the relationship between
sexism condition and confrontation?
Research Question 3
Will increases in anger mediate the relationship between exposure to HS and
confrontation, especially among women who are high in BAS, when BIS and state change in
anxiety are controlled?
Research Question 4
Will BAS moderate the effect of condition on interview outcomes?
Research Question 5
Will change in anxiety mediate the relationship between condition and interview
outcomes, moderated by BAS, with anger covaried?
Research Question 6
Will BIS moderate the effect of condition on anger and confrontation?
Research Question 7
Do trait anger, functional impulsivity, dysfunctional impulsivity, social boldness,
sensitivity to reward, Big-5 traits, appetitive motivation, or psychopathic personality traits related
to dominance have stronger links to anger or confrontation than BAS?
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Method
Participants
Participants were recruited from the SONA participant pool in the Department of
Psychology at USF as well as through advertisements in STEM classrooms, message boards on
the USF campus, and social media. SONA participants received partial credit toward one of their
psychology courses in exchange for participation, and all other volunteers received $10 for
participating. A power analysis in G*Power 3.1.9.7 was conducted for a linear multiple
regression with a fixed model and tests of R2 increase for a small-to-medium effect size (f2 = .15),
α = .05, power = 0.80, for three tested predictors (contrast code 1, contrast code 2, and BAS),
and three covariates (i.e., BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness). The total suggested sample
size was N = 77. A total of 149 individuals volunteered to participate in the study. The first 16
participants were excluded from analyses because of issues with study believability prior to
changes that were made to the study manipulation (see pages 32-33 for a description of these
changes). Four participants were removed for being identified as male at birth or for identifying
as nonbinary. Of the remaining 129 participants, 16 (12.4%) were coded as having guessed the
purpose of the study based on their answers to the debriefing and were removed. Data from two
participants were removed for not reporting a STEM-related major or minor, and data from one
participant was removed at their request. Data from an additional 8 subjects was removed
because they scored above the midpoint on an item that read “Rate the extent to which your
responses to the interview questions were affected by your suspicion [of being misled about the
purpose of the study]” leaving a total sample size of 102 for analyses.
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These participants had a mean age of 20.51 (SD = 3.62), and the sample included a mix
of freshmen (35%), sophomores (24.5%), juniors, (18.6%) and seniors (21.5%). Fifty-one
percent of the sample identified White (N = 52), 15.7% identified as Hispanic (N = 16), and 4.9%
(N = 5) identified themselves as a 5 or higher on the Kinsey sexual orientation scale (where 1 =
exclusively heterosexual, 4 = bisexual, and 7 = exclusively homosexual). Participants’ average
rating of their social class was 3.16 on a 1 (lower class) to 5 (upper class) scale, and 61.7% (N =
62) came from a family in which their mother had an undergraduate degree (N = 35), master’s
degree (N = 16), professional degree (e.g., MD/JD; N = 8), or doctorate (N = 4). Participants’
average political orientation was 3.29 (SD = 1.54) on a 1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative)
scale.
Initial Pilot Testing to Determine Study Manipulation
To develop sexist interview questions for the primary study, 12 hostilely sexist and 13
benevolently sexist interview questions were piloted using a sample of 110 women
undergraduates who were enrolled in an Introduction to Psychology course at USF. To prevent
fatigue, each participant made ratings of only half of the questions, which were presented as
pairs of similarly worded benevolent and hostile questions. Therefore, some participants (N = 22)
rated only Set A, which consisted of 7 BS and 6 HS questions, whereas others (N = 88) rated
only Set B, which contained the remaining 6 HS and 6 BS questions (see Appendix A). Ns for
each set are uneven because of an error in my Qualtrics survey flow logic.
Questions were designed to represent non-sexual HS (i.e., classic HS; Salomon et al.,
2020) as well as two forms of BS: complementary gender differentiation (CGD), and protective
paternalism (PP). Heterosexual hostility is not represented in these items for two reasons. First,
sexual forms of HS, such as sexual harassment (e.g., asking a woman if she has a boyfriend;
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Wodzicka & LaFrance, 2001) and heterosexual hostility (e.g., accusing women of ‘leading a man
on’ [Salomon et al., 2020] or the idea of women seeking ‘sexual favoritism’, and ‘sleep[ing] their
way to the top’ [Levy, 1993; Jurik, 1985; Van Tol, 1991]) have been studied in experimental
settings, investigated in actual workplaces, and become the basis of many laws that are designed
to protect women workers (EEOC, n.d.). These forms of sexism are therefore considered socially
inappropriate in workplace settings and would likely not be believable in a mock interview
setting. Second, women’s confrontation of sexual comments (i.e., “Do you think it’s important
for women to wear bras to work?” and “Do you have a boyfriend?”; Woodzicka & LaFrance,
2001) have already been investigated.
HS, CGD, and PP items were developed based on items found in the Ambivalent Sexism
Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 1996) and a scale on ambivalent sexism in organizations
(Bradley-Geist et al., 2018). As an example, the ASI HS item “Women are too easily offended,”
was the inspiration for the question, “These kinds of firms put a lot of emphasis on people
maintaining professional, courteous relationships at work. It seems like women sometimes take
things a little too personally and get easily offended, don’t you think? [pause] What steps do you
usually take to repair professional relationships after you’ve taken things the wrong way?” Then,
a similarly-worded BS item was developed based on an item from the ASI “Women, as
compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good taste,” and an item from
the organizational sexism scale, “Men tend to stay out of decisions related to office decorations,
furniture, rugs, etc. and leave those decisions to women.” The developed item read, “These kinds
of firms usually like to have a really friendly, inclusive climate so we like to hold a lot of
birthday parties and other social events. Come to think of it, it seems like ladies are so much
better at decorating and picking out gifts, don’t you think? [pause] If that sort of thing were
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assigned to you at any point, what steps do you think you would take to throw a successful office
party?” Thus, each piloted question was one of a pair of matching HS and BS questions. I aimed
to develop BS items that represented either PP or CGD, with the hope of being able to include an
item representing each of these two forms of BS in the interview questions for the main study.
Each interview question was rated using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
scale for all nine Likert-type items. In the pilot survey, participants first rated the questions using
three HS items: “These statements and questions indicate hostile attitudes toward women,”
“These statements and questions indicate negative feelings toward women,” and “These
statements and questions indicate strong dislike for women.” HS rating scores were computed by
averaging the ratings of these three items (αs > .83 for all questions). Participants then rated the
BS of the questions using one item that assessed CGD, “These statements and questions indicate
a view of women being uniquely and naturally suited for feminine roles and/or tasks,” and two
items that assessed PP, “These statements and questions indicate a protective attitude toward
women,” and “These statements and questions indicate a view that women should be
given assistance from men.” Because BS rating items were designed to assess both PP and CDG,
the alpha values for all three items were rarely within an acceptable range (the only exception
was for BS5; α = .57). Questions with two item values that were high (i.e., over 4.5) were
submitted to a Spearman-Brown Correlation and were averaged if r was within an acceptable
range (Eisinga et al., 2012). Therefore, both PP items were averaged for BS4.1 (r = .76) and BS
4.2 (r = .63). For all others, the single PP or CGD item with the highest value was chosen, and in
cases in which the PP and CGD values were similar, but the Spearman-Brown values were low,
analyses of both the CGD and PP BS ratings were conducted separately (i.e., for BS10, BS11,
and BS12; all r < .04). Comparisons of the BS ratings for each of the HS questions were then
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made using the matched BS rating item. For example, when comparing the BS ratings of HS1
and BS1, only the CGD item was used as an index of the BS for both questions. Likewise, for BS
questions with high PP and CGD ratings (e.g., BS11), both a PP item rating and CGD item rating
for the comparable HS question (i.e., HS11) were analyzed. Ultimately, only the questions that
were clearly PP or CGD were chosen for use in the main study (see discussion below).
Participants also rated each of the questions on how unusual they seemed, “How unusual
is this set of questions and comments?” and how believable they seemed, “How believable is this
set of questions and comments?” In addition, participants gave open-ended responses to a subset
of the four of the 13 (Set A; N = 50) or 12 (Set B; N = 60) questions they were assigned by
answering the following prompt: “Imagine that the male interviewer has said the following to
you: [question] How would you respond to this question?” These open-ended responses were
used for two purposes. First, they ensured that the question was clear. Some items were answered
in a way that indicated that the question was unclear. As a note, these items also did not pass
other requirements for inclusion in the main study (see below) so subjective assessments of
participants’ answers ultimately did not, on their own, reduce the question pool. In addition to
assessing question understanding, the open-ended responses were used to develop a set of
confrontational and non-confrontational behavior codings, similar to Woodzicka and LaFrance’s
(2001) strategy.
Question pairs were retained as potential interview questions for the main study only if
they met each of the following seven criteria: 1) the HS rating of the HS question had to be
significantly higher than the HS rating of the BS question. Likewise, 2) the BS rating had to be
significantly higher for the BS question than for the HS question. In addition, 3) HS questions
were retained only if their HS rating was higher than their BS rating, and 4) BS questions were
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only retained if their BS rating was higher than their HS rating. The questions also 5) needed to
have no significant differences in how unusual or believable they were, and 6) believability
ratings had to be higher than the scale midpoint of 4. Finally, 7) participants’ open-ended
responses had to indicate that the question was understood as intended.
Pilot Analyses
There were no differences across items in unusualness for Set A, F(12, 240) = 0.482, p =
0.92, or Set B, F(11, 902) = 1.421, p = .16 (see Table 1 for means and standard deviations).
There were also no differences in believability for Set A, F(12, 240) = 1.321, p = .21 or for Set 2
F(11, 913) = 1.40, p = .17, and all 25 items had believability scores higher than 4 (see Table 1).
For Set A, a one-way within-subjects ANOVA on HS ratings of all 13 HS and BS questions
showed significant differences in HS ratings among the items, F(12, 216) = 14.96, p < .001.
Follow-up pairwise t-tests indicated that HS ratings were significantly different for question pairs
1 (HS1 and BS1) and 2 (HS2 and BS2; all ps <.002, see Table 2). Also, for Set A, one-way
within-subjects ANOVA on BS ratings of all HS and BS questions showed a significant effect of
question, F(11, 198) = 8.54, p < .001. Follow-up pairwise t-tests indicated that BS ratings were
significantly different for question pairs 1, 2, and 4 (all ps <.006, see Table 2). For Set B, oneway within-subjects ANOVA on HS ratings of all HS and BS questions showed a significant
difference in HS ratings among the items, F(11, 847) = 93.78, p < .001. Follow-up pairwise ttests indicated that HS ratings were significantly different for question pairs 7, 8, 9, and 10 (all ps
<.01, see Table 2). Also, for Set A, a one-way within-subjects ANOVA on BS scores of all HS
and BS questions showed a significant effect of question, F(17, 1309) = 41.51, p < .001. Followup pairwise t-tests indicated that HS ratings were significantly different for question pairs 8, 2,
and 11 (all ps <.01, see Table 2).
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Of the 13 pairs of items across both Set and Set B, five met the other criteria described
above, including two from Set A (including BS1, HS1, BS2, and HS2) and three from Set B
(including BS8, HS8, BS9, and HS9, BS10 and HS10; see Table A1 in Appendix A for all
piloted items). Two from Set B were chosen because they included one clear PP BS item (BS9)
and one clear CGD BS item (BS8), whereas the two from Set A contained only complementary
gender differentiation (See Table 2 for descriptive statistics and results of pairwise comparisons),
and BS10 from Set B was perceived as high in PP and CGD. Agreement with the attitudes
expressed in the items was also assessed, and there were significant differences in Set A, F(12,
228) = 22.14, p < .001, as well as Set B, F(11, 902) = 62.49, p < .001. Follow-up pairwise
comparisons indicated that all of our chosen pairs of statements were significantly different from
one another except for BS9 and HS8 (p = .05; all ps < .001), which was unexpected. The goal
was for women to agree equally with the BS and HS questions, but women endorsed the HS
questions more. This could be a potential confound when predicting women’s willingness to
confront the statements; however, agreement was only just over the midpoint for the scale for
one item (BS8; M = 4.12, SD = 1.59). For this item, participants responded to the following
specific prompt: “To what extent do you agree with the idea that women are better at dressing
nicely, doing their hair, and representing a company by dressing professionally?” Although
women may agree with this, open-ended responses to the question indicated that although some
women believed that this may be true, they were still able to recognize it as a form of sexism. As
an example, one participant stated, “I think women tend to have a more professional appearance
since looks have been engrained into their behavior since childhood by society. Men can also
present a nice professional appearance, but there are more options and variety for women when it
comes to dressing and styling,” and another said “I would accept the compliment politely. But I'd
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also respectfully refuse his offer at being a ‘representative’ of the company due to my looks if
that wasn't the career that I had applied for.” Therefore, the item was retained. See Table 1 for
descriptive statistics and Appendix A for a list of all piloted items). Agreement scores for the
other three chosen items were similar and very low (all M < 2.3; see Table 1 for standard
deviations).
Follow-up Pilot Testing for Study Manipulation
Pilot questions BS8, HS8, BS9, and HS9 were used at the beginning of the primary study
(see the bold items in Table A1 of Appendix A). However, despite being individually rated as
relatively believable (i.e., above the midpoint of the scale, see Table 1), a large proportion of the
participants in the HS and BS conditions guessed the purpose of the study. One hundred precent
the first four of the participants in the HS condition indicated that they thought the purpose of the
study had to do with how women would respond to sexist questions in a job interview, and the
first participant in the BS condition said the same. The interviewers completed more training in
line delivery, and most of the next 10 subjects were assigned to the HS condition to test the
efficacy of the training. Although the second participant in the BS condition did not guess the
purpose, 4 of 5 of the following participants in the HS condition still guessed the purpose. I
therefore made changes to the study manipulation, removing one sexist item from each of the Set
2 questions (BS8 [CGD] and HS9), moving one item that was originally between the two sexist
questions to Set 1 (“What jobs or volunteer experience have you had?”) and moving the other to
Set 3 (“If you had to describe yourself with one word, what would it be?”). I also added one
topically related, non-sexist question before each sexist item, to help to blend the content with
the previous non-sexist items (“How do you handle conflicts at work?” [HS] and “How do you
handle difficult assignments at work?” [BS]). Following these changes, the percentage of

34

participants who guessed the purpose of the study dropped significantly (see Participants section
above), so no further changes were made. See Appendix B for the full list of interview questions,
including which two sexism items were retained in the final version of the study protocol.
Procedure and Materials
Participants recruited through SONA who selected this study chose a time slot and
received a Microsoft Teams video conferencing link for the study through the SONA system. All
other volunteers provided an email address to the study coordinator when they signed up to
participate and were then contacted by a research assistant to schedule their Teams session and
receive a link for the study. Participants were asked to complete the study in a private, quiet
location with reliable internet access. Data for each session was collected by one of six male,
masculine-presenting research assistant mock interviewers. Upon logging in to the Teams
session, the research assistant completed sound and internet connection checks and then began
recording the session in Teams. Participants were greeted by the research assistant, who
introduced themselves as an employee of USF-Revolution (a fabricated organization name) and
explained that they would be conducting a mock job interview purportedly as part of a STEM
interview training program at USF. Participants were told that the interviewer had an MA in
programming with HR experience conducting unstructured online interviews. Participants were
then asked to imagine that they were applying for an entry-level position in a field that is
associated with their STEM major or minor and were provided with the following cover story:
You are about to take part in a study on success in STEM (Science, Technology,
Mathematics, and Medicine) fields. The USF department of psychology is partnering
with Revolution-USF, a program designed to help close the technology talent gap and
drive economic growth in the Tampa Bay area and across Florida. In keeping with USF’s
dedication to student success, the expanded Revolution partnership offers students a new
opportunity to build on the skills they have developed while completing their degree
programs at the university, by gaining additional expertise necessary in today’s

35

competitive technology fields. The training from Revolution aims to help place graduates
in high-paying, high-demand jobs in science and engineering fields.
The goal of this research study is to identify the best methods with which to train
undergraduates in interview skills for STEM fields. Therefore, as part of this research,
you will take part in a mock job interview, receive feedback in your performance, and
answer a series of questionnaires about your experiences in the interview session.
After the cover story had been explained, participants received instructions from the
research assistant and a Qualtrics link via Teams to complete an emotion questionnaire, STEM
education demographics, and all personality inventories. Participants then began the mock
interview. Everyone received the same first set of questions (Set 1): “What is your year in
school?” “What is your major or intended major?” and “When will you graduate from
college?” After they have given their answers to the first set of questions, participants were
randomly assigned to one of two conditions for their Set 2 questions. Participants received either
one hostilely sexist question (“So, a lot of the time, it seems like women tend to sort
of…exaggerate their problems at work, don’t you think? [pause] We know that happens to
women pretty often--how do you think you’d react if a supervisor or coworker told you that you
were unnecessarily making a big deal out of something?”, one benevolently sexist question
(“So, I don’t want to be offensive or anything but, a lot of the time, it seems like women sort
of…need a little extra assistance with some of the more difficult tasks that are assigned to them
at work, don’t you agree? How would you respond if some of the guys in the department offered
to give you some assistance on your projects before you submit them to your supervisor?”) or
one control question (“So, it seems important for workplace relationships for employees to be
aware of their own pet peeves in order to communicate well and get along with others. Don’t you
agree? [pause] What are your pet peeves, and what would you say to a coworker if they were
doing something that bothered you?”), with similar grammatical structure and written in such a
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way as to allow participants to “confront” (i.e., disagree, refuse to answer, report a future
coworker, etc.). This allowed the control conditions to be coded using the response scheme
described below for appropriate comparison with the sexist conditions.
After they have given their answers to the second set of questions, the experimenter gave
a final set of four questions (Set 3) that were used to assess interview outcomes (e.g., Can you
describe for me one or two of the most important accomplishments in your work or academic
career in STEM?”, see Appendix B), and then directed participants to return to Qualtrics to
complete the remaining questionnaires (i.e., the emotion questionnaire for a second time, an
interviewer assessment). Finally, participants were debriefed about the true purpose of the study,
completed the Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (CITE) and received a copy of a brochure
developed as part of another dissertation on interview skills (Fox, 2002) entitled “You Can Be an
Interview Whiz!” This brochure contained advice on improving interview preparation and
outcomes, as well as a bibliography of relevant books and pamphlets.
Personality Measures
Behavioral Activation and Inhibition. To measure behavioral activation and inhibition,
the original 20-item BIS-BAS scale was administered (Carver & White, 1994). All items were
answered on a 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree scale. The BAS scale includes 13
items which break down further into three subscales: BAS Reward Responsiveness subscale
(five items, e.g., “When I get something I want, I feel excited and energized,” α = .74), BAS
Drive subscale (four items, e.g., “When I want something, I usually go all-out to get it,” α = .74),
and BAS Fun-seeking subscale (four items, e.g., “I crave excitement and new sensations,” α =
.67), scales. Overall reliability for all BAS items combined was α = .83. The BIS-Anxiety
subscale includes four items (e.g., “I feel worried when I think I have done poorly at something,”
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α = .72), and the FFFS includes three (e.g., “I have very few fears compared to my friends,” α =
-.32). The reliability for all seven BIS items was low (α = .36); therefore, the two reverse-scored
items from the FFFS scale (“Even if something bad is about to happen to me, I rarely experience
fear or nervousness,” and “I have very few fears compared to my friends”) were removed leaving
a final reliability of α = .72. These remaining five items were averaged to create BIS scores.
Trait Anger. To measure trait anger, I administered the Trait Anger Scale (TAS;
Speilberger, 1988), which included 10 items (e.g., “I have a fiery temper,” and “I get angry when
I’m slowed down by others’ mistakes”). Items were given on a 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost
always) scale. Scores for trait anger were created by averaging the values for all 10 items (α =
.84).
Functional and Dysfunctional Impulsivity. To measure functional and dysfunctional
impulsivity, I administered the Dickman Functional and Dysfunctional Impulsivity inventories
(FI, DFI; Dickman, 1990), which included 11 items for functional impulsivity (e.g., “I am good
at taking advantage of unexpected opportunities, where you have to do something immediately
or lose your chance”) and 12 items for dysfunctional impulsivity (e.g., “I frequently make
appointments without thinking about whether I will be able to keep them”). Items were given on
a 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) scale. Scores for the FI and DFI were created by averaging the
values for all 11 and 12 items, respectively (α = .75, α = .75).
Social Boldness. To measure social boldness (SB), I administered the boldness subscale
of the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick et al., 2010), which included 19 items
(e.g., “I have a knack for influencing people,” and “I’m not very good at influencing people.”).
Items were given on a 1 (false) to 3 (true) scale. Scores for the SB scale were created by
averaging the values for all 19 items (α = .82).
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Sensitivity to Punishment and Reward. To measure sensitivity to reward (SR) and
sensitivity to punishment (SP), I administered the Sensitivity to Punishment and Sensitivity to
Reward Questionnaire (SPSRQ-20; Aluja & Blanch, 2011), which included 10 items for SP (e.g.,
“Are you often afraid of new or unexpected situations?”), and 10 items for SR (e.g., “Does the
possibility of social advancement move you to action, even of this involves not playing fair?”).
Items were given on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) scale. Scores for the SP and SR scale were
created by averaging the values for all 10 items within each subscale (α = .83, α = .76).
Big Five Personality Traits. To measure the Big Five traits, I administered the Big Five
Inventory-10 (BFI-20; Rammstedt and John, 2007), which included two items for each Big Five
trait (Agreeableness: I see myself as someone who tends to find fault with others (R).”;
Conscientiousness: I see myself as someone who does a thorough job “; Neuroticism: I see
myself as someone who is relaxed, handles stress well (R) .”; Extraversion: “I see myself as
someone who is outgoing, sociable”; and Openness: “I see myself as someone who has an active
imagination.”). Items were given on a 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly) scale Five trait
(Scores for each subscale were created by averaging the two values for each subscale. However,
none of the subscales had acceptable reliability (all α < .48) and were therefore not used in
analyses.
Appetitive Motivation. To measure appetitive motivation (AM), I administered the
Appetitive Motivation Scale (AMS; Jackson & Smillie, 2004), which included 20 items (e.g., “I
look for new sensations,” and “I like to do things which are new and different.”). Items were
given on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. Scores for the AM scale were
created by averaging the values for all 20 items (α = .80).
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Psychopathic Personality Traits. To measure psychopathic personality traits similar to
behavioral activation (i.e., fearless dominance [FD] and rebellious nonconformity [RN]), I
administered four subscales of the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (PPI-R; Lilienfeld &
Widows, 2005). The FD measures included three subscales of the original factor structure
(Fearlessness, Social Influence and Stress Immunity) which have been shown to share a
hierarchical factor (Vize et al., 2007). Each of these subscales is comprised of five items (e.g.,
Fearlessness: “I would find the job of a movie stunt person exciting.”; Social influence: “I hardly
ever end up being the leader of a group. (R)”; and Stress Immunity: “I am easily flustered in
pressured situations (R).”). The RN measure was comprised of the Rebellious Nonconformity
subscale only (composed of five items, e.g., “I have always seen myself as something of a
rebel.”). Items were given on a 1 (false) to 4 (true) scale. Scores for each scale were computed
by averaging the items of each subscale (five for the RN measure) or group of subscales (i.e., 15
total for the Fearlessness, Social Influence, Stress Immunity subscales for FD; α = .71 for both
RN and FD).
Sensation Seeking. To measure sensation seeking, I administered the Brief Sensation
Seeking Scale (BSSS; Hoyle et al., 2002), which includes eight items measured on a 1 (not at
all) to 7(extremely) scale. Scores on all eight items were averaged to create a single composite of
this variable (α = .78).
Interview Outcomes
Four coders who were unaware of the study hypotheses and participants’ condition
viewed participants’ responses to the Set 3 questions to create scores on 11 different interview
outcome-related constructs. To improve the validity of the scores, coders were trained by an
MBA student with experience conducting interviews. Each of two pairs of coders responsible
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for the verbal dependent variables began by working together to rate the same 10% of the videos.
Coders also worked with the MBA student during this time to discuss their scores and build
skills in making interview assessments. Then, as is standard procedure (Harrigan & Carney,
2005; Harrigan et al., 2005), coders rated another 10% of the videos independently and worked
together to resolve any discrepancies. Once interrater reliability was determined to be moderate
or better (i.e., intraclass correlation coefficient [ICC] ³ .5), one of the coders rated the remaining
80% of the videos for a given measure, splitting the number 50/50. The MBA student was also
available during independent coding to give scoring advice.
Overall Assessment. First, an overall evaluation of the candidate was made on a 1 (very
negative) to 7 (very positive) score (Cuddy et al., 2015). Coders scored two primary dependent
hiring-related variables, including an overall evaluation of the interview (i.e., “Overall, how
good was the interview?”) and an overall evaluation of the candidate on a 1 (very poor) to 7
(excellent) scale and hirability (i.e., “To what extent do you think this candidate should be
hired?”) scored as 1 (not at all) to 7 (very). Scores for overall evaluation were computed by
averaging values for both overall evaluation questions and likelihood of being hired (α = .97).
Answer Quality. Coders made two assessments of verbal answer quality. They rated the
answers to the Set 3 questions on relevance of answer, clarity of answer, and overall answer
quality on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) scale (Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2005). They also made
assessments of the general verbal content of the answers on dimensions of intelligent, structured,
and straightforward on 7-point Likert-style scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely)
(Cuddy et al., 2015). Scores for answer quality were computed by averaging values for
relevance, clarity, and overall quality of the answers (α = .89). Scores for verbal content were
made by averaging the values for qualified, intelligent, structured, and straightforward (α = .80).
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Speech Disfluency. Recorded answers to the Set 3 questions were coded for the
following speech disfluencies: filled pauses (e.g., uh, um), trailing off, repeated words, truncated
words, empty pauses, diluted language (e.g., “stuff,” “like”), and false starts (characterized by
beginning a sentence and then abandoning it (Woodzicka & LaFrance, 2005). Scores were
computed by adding the number of disfluencies across the entire recording of Set 3 questions.
Behavior Coding (Nonverbal). Coders made two assessments of nonverbal indicators of
emotional distress during Set 3. Coders were trained to rate participants’ eye contact (reversescored), changes in position, head movements, hand to head movements, and smiling (reversescored) as measures of emotionality and discomfort (Sieverding, 2009). These assessments were
made on a 0 (not at all) to 9 (very much) scale at 30-second intervals during Set 3 questions, in
accordance with guidelines set forth in studies on nonverbal behavior (Friedman et al., 1985;
Riggio & Friedman, 1983). Coders also made general assessments of the nonverbal presence
across the entire clip on dimensions of awkward, flustered, nervous, and upset, as well as
confident, enthusiastic, and captivating (reverse-scored) on 7-point Likert-style scales ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) (Cuddy et al., 2015). Scores were computed by averaging
values for the positive dimensions only, because acceptable reliability could not be reached for
awkward, flustered, nervous, and upset after multiple training sessions.
Confrontation
To minimize bias, a third pair of coders evaluated recordings of participants’ answers to
the sexist interview questions to determine whether they resemble one or more of eleven
behaviors that indicate confrontation. These assessments were initially based on five of the six
behaviors identified by Woodzicka and La France (2005) as the most common responses to
sexual harassment in an interview setting (answering the question, asking why the question was
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asked, refusing to answer, stating that the question is irrelevant to the position, and stopping the
interview), as well as collected pilot data on women’s open-ended responses the questions
(rejecting the job, calling out sexism, refuting the sexist stereotype being described, reframing
the stereotype in a positive way, answering the question but noting the gender bias, or endorsing
the sexist sentiment; see Appendix D for example responses and codes). Updates to the coding
scheme were created based on the first 10 subjects who were scored. None of the original coding
options were removed, but some were slightly reframed, and additional coding options were
created. I also created a slightly modified coding scheme for the question portions of each sexist
question due to differences in how a person would logically respond to a future scenario
compared to a present one (when interviewers asked how participants would respond to a sexist
situation in a hypothetical job scenario; e.g., “How would you respond if some of the guys in the
department offered to give you some assistance on your projects before you submit them to your
supervisor?”). See Appendix E for a fill list of all response codes and descriptions.
Confrontation scores were created by summing across confrontational response options
for the statement and question portions of the manipulation. Specifically, this composite variable
of confrontational responses was created by adding participants’ scores on the following codes:
report, reject, refuse, call out, rejstr [i.e., reject the stereotype], offended, irrelevant, clarify, and
support (see Appendix E for descriptions of these shorthand codes). The rationale for the
inclusion of reject (i.e., reject the job/leave the interview), report (i.e., report the interviewer to a
supervisor), refuse (i.e., refuse to answer the question), irrelevant (i.e., note the irrelevance of the
question to the job), and clarify (i.e., ask for clarification, such as “excuse me, what did you
say?”) come from Woodzicka et al. (2005), in which these responses were coded as common
ways for women to reject sexist job interview questions. Several other response types were
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coded as confrontation based on behaviors that are defined as active coping in the Coping with
Sexual Harassment Questionnaire (CHQ, Fitzgerald, 1993). In this scale, active coping is defined
as any coping that is directed at the perpetrator of the behavior rather than engaging in selfblame, using benign coping, or avoidant coping. In this scale, active coping responses included
responses like, “I let him know I did not like what he was doing”, “I let him know how I felt about
what he was doing”, “I talked to someone about what happened”, and “I reported him”
(Fitzgerald, 1993). Therefore, the following codes were considered confrontational: call out (i.e.,
calling out the question or statement as sexist), offended (i.e., saying that they feel offended), and
support (i.e., asking a colleague for assistance to deal with situation directly). Finally, rejstr
(rejecting the stereotype), was considered confrontational because the participant was actively
disaffirming a stereotype about women, thereby challenging the remark the interviewer/future
colleague made/would make. I also created another variable to represent compliant responses by
summing the following codes: rationalize, personal, avoidance, liking, and endorse for future
exploratory research. See Table E1 in Appendix E for descriptions of these response codes.
Physical Attractiveness
Four research assistants (three women and one man) rated participants’ attractiveness on
a 0 (not at all attractive) to 6 (very attractive) scale after watching a clip of Set 1 of the interview
questions (the warmup section, prior to the sexist question/control block). A single attractiveness
score was calculated by averaging ratings across the scorers (a = .83).
Emotion Questionnaire
Participants rated how strongly they currently felt 28 different emotions (some taken
from a 60-item version of the PANAS [Watson & Clark, 1999], and some from Salomon et al.,
2015) on a 10-point 0 (not at all) to 9 (an extreme amount) scale. I averaged eight of these
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(annoyed, angry, hostile, disgusted, loathing, irritable, resentful, and scornful) to form index of
anger (Harmon, 2003a; Salomon et al., 2015) for Time 1 (at the beginning of the study) and
Time 2 (after the interview is complete). Change in anger was calculated by subtracting anger at
Time 1 from anger at Time 2. I also averaged five emotions (anxious, distressed, nervous, shaky,
and jittery) to form an index of anxiety (Watson & Clark, 1999). Change in anxiety was
calculated by subtracting anxiety at Time 1 from anxiety at Time 2 (see Appendix F for all
emotion items).
Perceived Sexism of the Interviewer
Participants were presented with an “interview experience questionnaire” at the end of
the study which was purportedly intended to improve the interviewer’s skills in future sessions.
As a manipulation check for interpretation of the sexist statements, participants rated the
interviewer’s sexist attitudes: “I have a feeling the interviewer(s) may be sexist,” “I have a
feeling that s/he wanted to trap me in the role of my gender,” “I feel ill at ease with what s/he
thinks of my gender” and “I disagree with his/her considerations about my gender.” These items
were rated on a 1 (not at all) to 9 (very much) scale and were averaged to create perceive ed
sexism scores (see Appendix F).
Positive Impressions of the Interviewer
Participants also rated the interviewer on their politeness, professionalism,
communication skills, interpersonal skills, positive attitude, and negative attitude (reverse-coded)
on a 1 (not at all) to 9 (very much) scale based on Salomon et al. (2015). These items were
averaged to create positive impression scores (see Appendix F).
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Results
All hypotheses were tested using t-test, hierarchical multiple regression, or mediation
analyses in R using base R syntax and statistics packages (e.g., dplyr, psych, qualtRics, lme4,
lmerTest, sjlabelled, rstatix, ellipsis, here, and Hmisc) or Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS Macro for R
using 5,000 bootstrapped samples (where indicated). Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for all
independent variables, moderators, mediators, and dependent variables used in analyses. All
included variables were normally distributed with skewness between -1 and 1 and kurtosis
between -3 and 3 except for confrontation (skew = 1.56, kurtosis = 3.32), verbal disfluency
(skew = 2.62, kurtosis = 4.94), and hand-to-head movements (skew = 2.66, kurtosis = 5.79).
Because linear analyses are robust with extreme skewness (i.e., skew > 2.5) and extreme kurtosis
(i.e., kurtosis > 7.5) when sample sizes are above 30, analyses were conducted without any
normalizing transformations (Arnau et al., 2013). See Appendix G, Table G1 for point-biserial
correlations. For nonparametric data on the number and/or percentage of participants in each
condition who used any form of confrontational response and the proportion who used each of
the confrontational responses, see Tables 4 and 5.
Perceived Sexism, Anger, and Confrontation Hypotheses and Research Questions using
BAS as a Moderator
To test the prediction that ratings of sexism would be higher in the HS condition than in
the BS and control conditions (hypothesis 1), I conducted a one-way ANOVA, with Condition
(hostile, benevolent, and control) as the independent variable and sexism ratings as the
dependent variable, F(2,99) = 5.09, p = .008, !!" = .09. Tukey post-hoc tests indicated that there
were significant differences between the HS (M = 2.17, SD = 1.72) and control conditions (M =
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1.20, SD = 0.58; p = .02) and between the BS (M = 2.21, SD = 1.81) control conditions (p = .02).
The difference between the HS and BS conditions was not significant. Hypothesis 1 was partially
supported.
Hypothesis 2 stated that condition would have a main effect on anger and confrontation,
such that HS and BS would lead to greater increases in anger and confrontation than control, and
that HS would lead to more anger and confrontation than BS. Hypothesis 3 stated that there
would be a positive main effect of BAS on anger and confrontation. Further, research question 1
asked whether condition and BAS would interact to predict anger and confrontation. To test
hypotheses 2 & 3 and research question 1, I conducted two hierarchical multiple regressions, one
for anger as the dependent variable and the other with confrontation as the dependent variable,
with BIS and change in negative emotionality as covariates on step 1. On step 2, sexism
condition was the independent variable (using orthogonal Helmert contrast codes: control [-2] vs
HS [1] and BS [1] combined and BS [-1] vs HS [1]) and BAS entered as the moderator, along
with the covariates from step 1. On step 3, I added the interaction terms between the condition
contrast codes and BAS. According to hypothesis 2, I expected to find significant main effects of
condition at step 2 with positive beta values indicating that there is more anger and confrontation
in the HS condition vs control (H2a) and more in the BS condition compared to control (H2b).
According to hypothesis 3, I also expected to find a main effect of BAS on both outcome
variables.
Anger
Hypothesis 2a stated that HS and BS would have a main effect on anger, such that HS
and BS would lead to greater increases in anger than control. Hypothesis 2b stated that HS would
lead to more anger and confrontation than BS. The overall model was significant for change in
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anger at step 1, F(2, 99) = 10.74, p < .001. State anxiety change positively predicted anger at step
1 (p < .001); however, BIS was not a significant predictor. Step 2 of the model was significant,
F(5, 96) = 4.31, p = .001, but there were no condition-related differences in change in anger, so
hypothesis 2a was not supported (ps > .14, see Table 6 for full summary of the analysis). I also
expected to find a main effect of BAS on anger; however, this effect was not significant (p =
.50). Hypothesis 3 was not supported. I also explored the interaction between condition and BAS
in step 3 of this analysis, F(7, 94) = 3.21, p = .004. The interaction between contrast code 1 and
BAS was non-significant (p = .49), and so was the interaction between contrast code 2 and BAS
(p = .39; see Table 6). In answer to research question 1, these results showed no evidence that
sexism condition and BAS interact to predict anger.
Confrontation
Hypothesis 2a also stated that HS and BS would have a main effect on anger and
confrontation, such that HS and BS would lead to greater increases in confrontation than control.
Hypothesis 2b also stated that HS would lead to more confrontation than BS. The overall model
was non-significant for confrontation at step 1, F(2, 96) = 0.58, p = .56. However, step 2 was
significant, F(5, 93) = 4.91, p < .001. Contrast code 1 was a significant predictor, indicating that
women who were exposed to any kind of sexism showed more confrontation than women who
were not exposed to sexism (p < .001). Therefore, hypothesis 2a was partially supported. I also
expected to find a main effect of BAS on anger; however, this effect was non-significant (p =
.91), so hypothesis 3 was not supported. I exploratorily tested for an interaction between
condition and BAS in step 3 of this analyses (F[7, 91] = 3.59, p = .002), with a positive beta
value indicating increased confrontation among women high in BAS, especially in the HS
condition. The interaction between contrast code 1 and BAS was not significant (p = .81), and
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neither was the interaction between contrast code 2 and BAS (p = .35; see Table 7 for full
summary of the model). In answer to research question 1, these results showed no evidence that
sexism condition and BAS interact to predict confrontation.
Research question 2 asked whether perceptions of sexism and anger would differentially
mediate the relationship between sexism condition and confrontation, especially among women
high in BAS, with BIS and state negative emotion controlled. To test research question 2, I
conducted a serial mediation analysis using the PROCESS macro with Condition as a
multicategorical independent variable using the same Helmert contrast coding described above.
Perceptions of sexism was entered as the first mediator, anger was entered as the second
mediator, and confrontation was the dependent variable. The overall model predicting sexism
rating was significant, F(2, 99) = 4.80, p = .01, R2 = .30. Contrast code 1 was a significant
predictor of sexism rating (p = .003), but contrast code 2 was not a significant predictor,
indicating that participants perceived less sexism in the control condition than both sexism
conditions combined but no differences in sexism in HS vs BS. At the next step of the analysis,
sexism rating did not significantly predict increases in anger, nor did sexism condition. At the
last step of the analysis, contrast code 1 significantly predicted increased confrontation (p <
.001). None of the indirect pathways in the model were significant (see Table 8).
To discover whether anger toward the interviewer would mediate the relationship
between exposure to HS and confrontation, moderated by BAS (research question 3), I
conducted a moderated mediation analysis in PROCESS with sexism condition as the
independent variable, BAS as the moderator, anger as the mediator, BIS and negative
emotionality as covariates, and confrontation as the dependent variable. At the first step of the
analysis, the overall model predicting change in anger was significant, F(7, 86) = 2.83, p = .01,
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R2 = .42; however, the sexism condition contrast codes, BAS, and the interaction between them
did not predict change in anger (all ps > .43). Change in anxiety was the only significant
predictor (p < .001). At the second step of the analysis, the overall model predicting
confrontation was also significant, F(7, 86) = 5.19, p < .001, R2 = .47, and the first contrast code
predicted confrontation (p < .001). However, change in anger was not a significant predictor of
confrontation, and the overall index of moderated mediation was also non-significant (index =
.03, 95% CI = [-0.10, 0.18]). Therefore, in answer to research question 3, these results showed
no evidence that anger mediates the relationship between sexism condition and confrontation, or
that BAS moderates the indirect relationship between them. See Table 9 for results of analysis.
Interview Outcome Hypotheses and Research Questions
Hypothesis 4 and research question 5 were concerned with participants’ responses to ten
measures of interview outcomes. Four of these measures were verbal outcomes (an overall
evaluation [1], two measures of answer quality: answer ratings [2] and answer content [3], and
one measure of speech disfluency [4]); the other six variables consisted of a nonverbal measure
of positive emotionality [5] and five measures of nonverbal presence, including eye contact [6],
changes in body position [7], hand-to-head movements [8], head movements [9], and smiling
[10].
Sexism Condition and BAS Predicting Interview Outcome Variables
Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be a main effect of sexism condition and BAS on all
interview outcome variables. Specifically, I expected to find significant main effect of Condition
at step 2 with a positive beta value indicating that there are better interview outcomes in the HS
condition than the BS condition. I also explored the interaction between Condition and BAS on
Step 4 (research question 1), with a positive beta value indicating better interview outcomes
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among women high in BAS in both the HS and conditions, but with stronger moderation in the
HS than BS condition. To test the hypothesis 4, I conducted five hierarchical multiple
regressions, one for each of the interview outcome variables as dependent variables, with BIS,
negative emotionality, and attractiveness as covariates on step 1, Condition as the independent
variable on step 2 coded as 0 (benevolent) and 1 (hostile), and BAS (as a combination of all 3
subscales) as the moderator in step 2 along with Condition, and the interaction between
Condition and BAS on step 3.
Overall Evaluation. Step 1 of the model predicting the overall evaluation of the
interviews was significant F(3, 90) = 3.44, p = .02. BIS was a significant predictor (p = .005) but
change in anxiety and attractiveness were non-significant predictors of overall evaluation scores
(ps > .20). The overall models at step 2, F(6, 87) = 2.16, p = .054, and step 3 F(8, 85) = 1.79, p =
.09, were not significant. See Table 10 for a full summary of the model. Hypothesis 4 was not
supported.
Answer Quality Ratings. Step 1 of the model predicting the overall evaluation of the
interviews was significant F(3, 90) = 4.04, p = .01. BIS was a significant predictor (p = .003) but
change in anxiety and attractiveness were non-significant predictors of answer ratings (ps > .14).
The overall model at step 2 was also significant, F(6, 87) = 2.87, p = .01, with contrast code 2
indicating significantly lower scores in answer ratings in the HS condition compared to BS (p =
.04). Step 3 of the model was also significant, F(8, 85) = 2.32, p = .03, but the contrast code X
BAS interaction terms did not add any additional variance to the model (ps > .24). See Table 11
for a full summary of the model and Figure 1 for marginal condition means and standard error.
The results of this analysis did not support hypothesis 4, because HS led to worse interview
outcomes than BS.
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Figure 1. Estimated marginal answer quality means and standard errors for each condition. Means depicted are with
BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried. The difference between HS and BS conditions was significant at
p < .05 with women having higher answer quality after BS than HS.

Answer Content. Step 1 of the model predicting answer content of the interviews was
significant, F(3, 90) = 3.68, p = .02. BIS was a significant predictor (b = .63, 95% CI = [0.24,
1.03], p = .002), but change in anxiety and attractiveness were not significant predictors of
answer ratings (ps > .14). The overall model at step 2 was also significant, F(6, 87) = 2.97, p =
.01, with contrast code 2 indicating significantly higher scores in answer ratings in the HS
condition compared to BS (p = .03). Step 3 of the model was also significant, F(8, 85) = 2.25, p
= .03, but the contrast code X BAS interaction terms did not add any additional variance to the
model (ps > .50). See Table 12 for a full summary of the model and Figure 2 for marginal
condition means and standard error. The results of this analysis did not support hypothesis 4,
because HS led to worse interview outcomes than BS.
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Figure 2. Estimated marginal answer content means and standard errors for each condition. Means depicted are with
BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried. The difference between HS and BS conditions was significant a
p < .05. Similar to answer quality, women received better scores on answer content after BS than HS.

Speech Disfluency. Step 1, F(3, 90) = 0.53, p = .66, step 2, F(6, 87) = 0.77, p = .59, and
step 3, F(8, 85) = 0.62, p = .75, of the model predicting speech disfluency were non-significant
(see Table 13). Hypothesis 4 was not supported by this analysis.
Nonverbal Positive Emotionality. Step 1 of the model predicting nonverbal indicators
of positive emotions of the interviews was not significant, F(3, 88) = 0.77, p = .51. The overall
models at step 2, F(6, 85) = 0.43, p = .86, and step 3, F(8, 83) = 0.40, p = .91, were also not
significant (see Table 14). This analysis did not support hypothesis 4.
Eye Contact. The overall models at step 1, F(3, 88) = 0.41, p = .74, step 2, F(6, 85) =
1.45, p = .20, and step 3, F(8, 83) = 1.82, p = .08 were not significant (see Table 15). This
analysis did not supported hypothesis 4.
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Body Position. The overall models at step 1, F(3, 88) = 0.03, p = .99, step 2, F(6, 85) =
0.65, p = .68, and step 3, F(8, 83) = 0.49, p = .86, were not significant predictors of changes in
body position (see Table 16). This analysis did not support hypothesis 4.
Hand-to-Head Movements. The overall models at step 1, F(3, 88) = 2.15, p = .10, step
2, F(6, 100) = 1.31, p = .36, and step 3 F(8, 83) = 1.45, p = .19 were not significant (see Table
17). This analysis did not support hypothesis 4.
Head Movements. The overall models at step 1, F(3, 88) = 2.25, p = .08, step 2, F(6, 85)
= 1.50, p = .19, and step 3, F(8, 83) = 1.55, p = .15, were not significant predictors of changes in
body position (see Table 18). This analysis did not support hypothesis 4.
Smiling. The overall models at step 1, F(3, 88) = 0.78, p = .51, step 2, F(6, 83) = 0.58, p
= .58, and step 3, F(3, 83) = 0.83, p = .58, were not significant predictors of changes in body
position (see Table 19). This analysis did not support hypothesis 4.
Sexism Condition, BAS, and Anxiety Predicting Interview Outcome Variables
Research question 5 asked whether change in anxiety mediates the relationship between
condition and interview outcomes, moderated by BAS, with anger covaried.
Overall Evaluation. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator) was
significant, F(7, 86) = 2.66, p = .02, R2 = .17, but the model predicting ratings of participants
answers (the dependent variable) was not, F(5, 88) = 2.76, p = .07, R2 = .33. Contrast code 1,
contrast code 2, BAS, and their interactions did not significantly predict the mediator or the
dependent variable (all ps > .18), and the index of moderated mediation was non-significant for
both contrast code 1 (index = -0.01, 95% CI = [-0.26, 0.13]) and contrast code 2 (index = 0.10,
95% CI = [-0.21, 0.50]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 20 for full results.
Only one covariate (change in anger) was a significant predictor of the mediator (b = .69, 95%
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CI = [0.32, 1.05], p < .001), and one covariate (BIS) was a significant predictor of the dependent
variable (b = .70, 95% CI = [0.23, 1.17], p = .004). In answer to research question 5, this analysis
showed no evidence of a link between condition and overall evaluation, moderated by BAS.
Answer Quality Ratings. The overall models predicting change in anxiety (the
mediator), F(7, 86) = 2.66, p = .01, R2 = .18, and ratings of participants answers (the dependent
variable), F(5, 88) = 2.76, p = .02, R2 = .37, were significant. However, contrast C1:HBvC,
contrast code 2, BAS, and their interactions were not significant predictors of the mediator or the
dependent variable (all ps > .06), and the index of moderated mediation was non-significant for
both contrast code 1 (index = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.14, 0.13]) and contrast code 2 (index = -0.02,
95% CI = [-0.41, 0.23]) for the overall moderated mediation model. Only one covariate (change
in anger) was a significant predictor of the mediator (b = .69, 95% CI = [0.33, 1.05], p < .001),
and one covariate (BIS) was a significant predictor of the dependent variable (b = .68, 95% CI =
[0.24, 1.11], p = .003). See Table 21 for full results. In answer to research question 5, this
analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition and answer ratings, an no moderation
by BAS.
Answer Content. The overall models predicting change in anxiety (the mediator), F(7,
86) = 2.66, p = .01, R2 = .18, and ratings of participants answers (the dependent variable), F(5,
88) = 3.27, p = .02, R2 = .40, were significant. Contrast code 1, contrast code 2, BAS, and their
interactions were not significant predictors of the mediator (all ps > .06); one covariate (change
in anger) was a significant predictor of the mediator (b = .69, 95% CI = [0.33, 1.05], p < .001).
At step 2, contrast code 2 was a significant predictor of the dependent variable, (b = .60, 95% CI
= [0.07, 1.13], p = .03), and one covariate (BIS) was a significant predictor of the dependent
variable as well (b = .63, 95% CI = [0.24, 1.02], p = .002). The index of moderated mediation
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was non-significant for both contrast code 1 (index = -0.00, 95% CI = [-0.12, 0.12]) and contrast
code 2 (index = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.31, 0.26]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See
Table 22 for full results. In answer to research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a
link between condition and answer content, and moderation by BAS.
Speech Disfluency. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator), F(7,
86) = 2.66, p = .02, R2 = .42 was significant; however, condition, BAS, and their interactions
were not significant predictors (all ps > .13). One covariate (change in anger) was a significant
predictor of the mediator (b = .69, 95% CI = [0.33, 1.05], p < .001). The overall model predicting
speech disfluency (the dependent variable), F(7, 86) = 0.65, p = .66, R2 = .04, R2 = .42, was also
non-significant. The index of moderated mediation was non-significant for both contrast code 1
(index = -0.31, 95% CI = [-7.13, 13, 4.17]) and contrast code 2 (index = 2.64, 95% CI = [-5.86,
16.27]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 23 for full results. In answer to
research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition and speech
disfluency, and no moderation by BAS.
Nonverbal Positive Emotionality. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the
mediator) was not significant, F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .42; however, the condition contrast
codes, BAS, and their interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall
model predicting nonverbal positive emotionality (the dependent variable) was non-significant,
F(5, 87) = 0.44, p = .82, R2 = .16. The index of moderated mediation was non-significant for
both contrast code 1 (index = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.01, 0.09]) and contrast code 2 (index = 0.11,
95% CI = [-0.15, 0.48]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 24 for full results.
In answer to research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition,
change in anxiety, and nonverbal positive emotionality, and no moderation by BAS.
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Eye Contact. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator) was
significant, F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .17; however, the condition contrast codes, BAS, and
their interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall model predicting eye
contact (the dependent variable) was non-significant, F(5, 87) = 1.34, p = .25, R2 = .07. The
index of moderated mediation was non-significant for both contrast code 1 (index = 0.01, 95%
CI = [-0.17, 0.18]) and contrast code 2 (index = -0.11, 95% CI = [-0.56, 0.07]) for the overall
moderated mediation model. See Table 25 for full results. In answer to research question 5, this
analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition, change in anxiety, eye contact, and no
moderation by BAS.
Body Position. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator) was
significant, F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .17; however, the condition contrast codes, BAS, and
their interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall model predicting
ratings of body position changes (the dependent variable) was also non-significant, F(5, 87) =
0.38, p = .86, R2 = .15. The index of moderated mediation was non-significant for both contrast
code 1 (index = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.09, 0.11]) and contrast code 2 (index = -0.00, 95% CI = [0.26, 0.19]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 26 for full results. In answer
to research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition, change in
anxiety, and changes in body position, and no moderation by BAS.
Hand to Head Movements. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the
mediator) was significant, F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .17; however, the condition contrast
codes, BAS, and their interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall
model predicting ratings of hand-to-head movements (the dependent variable) was nonsignificant, F(5, 87) = 0.26, p = .93, R2 = .12. The index of moderated mediation was non-
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significant for both contrast code 1 (index = -0.01, 95% CI = [-0.13, 0.13]) and contrast code 2
(index = 0.10, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.38]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 27
for full results. In answer to research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link
between condition, change in anxiety, and hand to head movements, and no moderation by BAS.
Head Position. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator) was
significant, F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .17; however, the condition contrast codes, BAS, and
their interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall model predicting
ratings of head position changes (the dependent variable) was non-significant, F(5, 87) = 1.77, p
= .13, R2 = .09. The index of moderated mediation was non-significant for both contrast code 1
(index = -0.02, 95% CI = [-0.19, 0.25]) and contrast code 2 (index = 0.18, 95% CI = [-0.10,
0.56]) for the overall moderated mediation model. See Table 28 for full results. In answer to
research question 5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition, change in
anxiety, and changes in head position, and no moderation by BAS.
Smiling. The overall model predicting change in anxiety (the mediator) was significant,
F(7, 85) = 2.55, p = .02, R2 = .17; however, the condition contrast codes, BAS, and their
interactions were not significant predictors (all ps > .17). The overall model predicting ratings of
head position changes (the dependent variable) was non-significant, F(5, 87) = 0.30, p = .91, R2
= .13. The index of moderated mediation was non-significant for both contrast code 1 (index = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.14, 0.12]) and contrast code 2 (index = 0.04, 95% CI = [-0.24, 0.37]) for the
overall moderated mediation model. See Table 29 for full results. In answer to research question
5, this analysis showed no evidence of a link between condition, change in anxiety, and ratings
of smiling, and no moderation by BAS.
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Research Questions using BIS as a Moderator
To test research question 6 on a potential interaction between condition and BIS on
confrontation, I conducted a hierarchical multiple regression, with BAS and anger as covariates
on step 1, contrast coded condition as the independent variable on step 2 and BIS (the anxiety
subscale only) as the moderator in step 2, and the interaction between each contrast code and BIS
on step 3. Step 1 of the analysis was not significant, F(2, 96) = 0.43, p = .63, but step 2 was
significant, F(5, 93) = 4.79, p < .001. The first contrast code (HS + BS vs control) was
significant, (p < .001), indicating that women who were exposed to sexism were significantly
more likely to confront. However, BIS was not a significant predictor (p = .71). Step 3 of the
model was significant, F(7, 91) = 3.49, p = .002, but the interaction between contrast code 1 and
BIS was non-significant (p = .77), and so was the interaction between contrast code 2 and BIS (p
= .39; see Table 30 for full results of the analysis).
Research Question for Alternate Personality Measures
To test research question 7, I reran the regressions analyses described for hypotheses 2 &
3 and research question 1, replacing BAS with each of the alternative personality measures
which had an acceptable alpha level: trait anger, functional and dysfunctional impulsivity, social
boldness, sensitivity to reward, sensation seeking, appetitive motivation, rebellious
nonconformity, and fearless dominance. For models with significant or near-significant
personality effects (either a man effect of the personality variable or an interaction with
condition), I compared the fit of the model with the alternate personality variable to the original
model with BAS. This was done by conducting a Vuong (1989) test of comparative fit for nonnested models, followed by the creation of a confidence interval test for the BIC fit.
Models with Significant Personality Variables
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Appetitive Motivation Predicting Anger. The overall model predicting anger was
significant at step 1 (covariates only), F(2, 99) = 10.74, p < .001, step 2, F(5, 96) = 4.78, p <
.001, and step 3, F(7, 94) = 4.38, p < . 001. Change in anxiety (covariate) was the only
significant predictor at all three steps (all ps < .001); however, at step 3 the contrast code 2 X
appetitive motivation interaction was significant (p = .02). See Table 31 for full results. The step
3 model was re-run using the PROCESS macro to examine the interaction. Conditional effects of
the focal predictor at values of the moderator showed that the slope of the line was significant for
HS (b = -.82, 95% CI = [-1.54, -0.11], p = .02), indicating that anger decreased from Time 1 to
Time 2 among women who were high in appetitive motivation in the HS condition (see Figure
3). The slope of the lines for the control condition (b = -.53, 95% CI = [-1.16, 0.10], p = .10), and
BS condition (b = .32, 95% CI = [-9.31, 0.95], p = .32) were not significant. A Vuong test
comparing this model to an identical model with BAS indicated that the model fit was
indistinguishable based a non-tested likelihood ratio test (z = -1.40, p = .08), and the 95%
confidence interval of the BIC difference (BIC diff = BIC1 - BIC2) included 0 (95% BIC diff =
[-2.78, 16.53]). In answer to research question 7, the regression analysis was underpowered and
showed a relationship between appetitive motivation and anger that was in the opposite direction
from what would have been expected based on theory. Model fit indicators showed no evidence
that appetitive motivation is a better predictor of confrontation than BAS.
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Figure 3. Interaction between condition and appetitive motivation on change in anger. Means depicted are with BIS
and change in anxiety covaried. Only the slope for the HS condition is significant.

Rebellious Nonconformity Predicting Anger. The overall model predicting anger was
significant at step 1 (covariates only), F(2, 99) = 10.74, p < .001, step 2, F(5, 96) = 4.91, p <
.001, and step 3, F(7, 94) = 3.79, p = . 001. Change in anxiety (covariate) was the only
significant predictor at all three steps (all ps < .001); however, at step 2 the rebellious
nonconformity was close to being a significant predictor (p = .09), indicating that women who
are high in rebellious nonconformity may report a larger increase in anger across conditions than
women who are low in rebellious nonconformity. See Table 32 for full results of the analysis. A
Vuong test comparing this model to an identical model with BAS indicated that the model fit
was indistinguishable based a non-tested likelihood ratio test (z = -0.63, p = .26), and the 95%
confidence interval of the BIC difference (BIC diff = BIC1 - BIC2) included 0 (95% BIC diff =
[-7.38, 14.36]). In answer to research question 7, the regression analysis was underpowered and
showed a relationship between rebellious nonconformity and anger that was in the expected
direction based on theory. Model fit indicators showed no evidence that rebellious
nonconformity is a better predictor of confrontation than BAS.
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Functional Impulsivity Predicting Confrontation. The overall model predicting
confrontation was not significant at step 1 (covariates only), F(2, 96) = 0.58, p = .56, but was
significant at step 2, F(5, 93) = 4.68, p < .001, and step 3, F(7, 91) = 4.16, p < . 001. There was a
significant interaction between functional impulsivity and contrast code 2 comparing HS to BS
(p = .04). See Table 33 for full results of the analysis. The step 3 model was re-run using the
PROCESS macro to examine the interaction. Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values
of the moderator showed that there were significant differences between the HS and control
conditions 1 SD below the mean (b = -.71, 95% CI = [-1.33, -0.09], p = .03), but were not
significant at the mean of functional impulsivity (b = -.19, 95% CI = [-0.62, 0.25], p = .39) or 1
SD above the mean (b = .33, 95% CI = [-0.30, -0.96], p = .30). Figure 4 shows the marginal
means for the interaction. A Vuong test comparing this model to an identical model with BAS
indicated that the model fit was indistinguishable based a non-tested likelihood ratio test (z = 0.83, p = .21), and the 95% confidence interval of the BIC difference (BIC diff = BIC1 - BIC2)
included 0 (95% BIC diff = [ -6.44, 15.95]). In answer to research question 7, the regression
analysis was underpowered, and model fit indicators showed no evidence that functional
impulsivity is a better predictor of confrontation than BAS.
Sensation Seeking Predicting Confrontation. The overall model predicting anger was
non-significant at step 1 (covariates only), F(2, 96) = 0.58, p = 0.56, but was significant at step 2,
F(5, 93) = 5.69, p < .001, and step 3, F(7, 91) = 4.03, p = . 001. At step 2 sensation seeking was
a near-significant predictor of change in anger (p = .08), indicating that women who are high in
sensation seeking were more likely to confront across all conditions than women who are low in
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Figure 4. Interaction between condition and functional impulsivity on confrontation. Means depicted are with BIS
and change in anxiety covaried. This figure displays the main effect of condition on confrontation described in
analyses for hypothesis 2. Confrontation was significantly higher in the HS condition than the BS condition at low
levels of functional impulsivity only.

sensation seeking. See Table 34 for full results of the analysis. A Vuong test comparing this
model to an identical model with BAS indicated that the model fit was indistinguishable based a
non-tested likelihood ratio test (z = -0.64, p = .26), and the 95% confidence interval of the BIC
difference (BIC diff = BIC1 - BIC2) included 0 (95% BIC diff = [-5.18, 10.25]). In answer to
research question 7, the regression analysis was underpowered and showed a relationship
between sensation seeking and anger that was in the expected direction based on theory. Model
fit indicators showed no evidence that sensation seeking is a better predictor of confrontation
than BAS.
Models with Non-significant Personality Variables
Appetitive motivation and rebellious nonconformity did not predict confrontation or
interact with sexism condition, and functional impulsivity and sensation seeking did not predict
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change in anger or interact with sexism condition. Trait anger, dysfunctional impulsivity, social
boldness, sensitivity to reward, and sensation seeking were not direct predicters of anger or
confrontation and did not significantly interact with sexism condition. Results of these models
are presented in Appendix H, Tables H1 – H12.
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Discussion
The primary aim of this study was to increase understanding of how various kinds of
sexist treatment influence women’s willingness to confront gender bias in STEM workplace
domains. BS is known to reduce intentions to engage in collective action (Becker & Wright,
2011) and HS is more likely to cause anger (Salomon et al., 2015). However, this is the first
study to test behavioral activation as a moderator of anger, confrontation, and interview
outcomes after experiences with sexism in a STEM context.
I hypothesized that, similar to other studies, women would perceive more sexism in
response to a hostilely sexist comment than a benevolently sexist comment or control condition
(e.g., Salomon et al., 2015). This hypothesis was partially confirmed, as sexism was higher in
both the HS and BS conditions compared to control. However, there were no differences in the
sexism perceived in the HS condition compared to BS. Aside from the lack of differences
between the sexism conditions, sexism ratings were lower than expected based on their ratings of
HS and BS in the pilot study. They were also lower than previous studies that used the exact
same measures to assess similar sexist comments in both STEM and non-STEM contexts (Kiebel
et al., in prep; Salomon et al. 2015). One explanation for these low sexism ratings may be the use
of an interview paradigm, as participants may have interpreted the sexist comments as being part
of the interview script or the culture of the Revolution workplace in general, rather than the
interviewer’s attitudes. Also, participants may have noticed the sexism but were not particularly
bothered by it in a virtual context. Exploratory analyses assessing ratings of each of the separate
sexist questions (e.g., “I think the researcher may be sexist” vs “I feel ill at ease with what s/he
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thinks of my gender.”) could shed light on the latter issue, and further research using alternate
wording could be helpful. However, despite perceptions of sexism being higher in similar
contexts, ratings are generally at or below the midpoint of the scale, even in hostilely sexist
contexts. This points to issues with women reporting sexism when they experience it and ties in
with literature that shows relatively little confrontation of sexist behavior when given the chance.
Although ratings of perceived sexism were not significantly different between the HS and
BS conditions, the BS comment was surprisingly rated as more sexist than the HS comment.
Perhaps the specific attitude that was used in the HS condition is one that is not readily identified
as sexism by most women (i.e., that women exaggerate their problems at work). Ratings from the
pilot study contradict this explanation to some extent, but rather than rating the items as simply
“sexist,” participants rated the extent to which “These statements and questions indicate hostile
attitudes toward women,” and the extent to which “These statements and questions indicate
negative feelings toward women.” This may suggest that, even after decades of feminist
movements, women still do not identify negative attitudes based on gender as sexism. Further
research with different sexist comments of each type should be conducted to test whether the
phrasing of this specific manipulation contributed to women’s disinclination to label the
researcher as a sexist person.
However, another indicator of women’s perceptions of these comments, and the main
focus of this study, was whether women would confront the sexist comments and questions that
were presented to them. In the HS and BS conditions, 74% and 65% of the participants,
respectively, confronted either the first portion of each sexist question, the second portion, or
both. None of the women in the study reported the interviewer, left the interview, refused to
answer the question, or called the researcher out for being sexist, and only two suggested that
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another person be brought in to deal with the situation (N = 1) or said that they were offended (N
= 1). However, many of the participants in the sexism conditions disagreed with the stereotype
the researcher expressed (i.e., 40% of the 72 women in the sexism conditions) and a number
asked for clarification of the question or pointed out that it was irrelevant (20% of the women in
the sexism conditions). The fact that the most common form of “confrontation” was to disagree
is interesting. In the context of this study, disagreeing with the statement that women in general
need extra assistance or exaggerate problems at work was coded as a form of speaking out. In a
situation in which a woman’s belief about these stereotypes was not being asked for, arguing
would certainly be a “gutsy” thing to do. However, in this study, women were explicitly asked
“don’t you agree?” in order to give them time to confront. Disagreeing when asked may be
different than interrupting to disagree. If so, the percentage of women who confronted, in
general, would be much lower.
Nevertheless, women’s responses to these prompts showed their recognition of these
attitudes as an unfair generalization of women. Further, many women noted that these attitudes
were inappropriate or unusual for a workplace environment by asking for clarification. In
addition to this, a large proportion of the participants gave confrontational responses for the
question about a future workplace situation, including some who said they would express offense
(15%), refuse assistance/disallow unnecessary complaints about them (10%), or report the
employee (1.5%). Overall, these data suggest that despite the personal (Gervais et al., 2010) and
societal benefits (Czopp & Monteith, 2003; Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006) of confronting
sexism and prejudice, women continue to avoid labeling sexism as such, and avoid verbal
confrontation of it, even when they recognize that it is a form of gender bias.
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I expected that anger would also be affected by the sexist questions to which women
were exposed. However, there were no condition-related differences in anger, and the mean
change in anger decreased slightly across all 3 conditions between the beginning of the study and
the end, and all changes were approximately 1/5 of a point. Therefore, it appears that women
either do not feel or do not report anger in response to sexist comments in STEM settings. This is
not surprising, as other studies have shown a similar lack of anger in response to stereotypes
about women in STEM (Kiebel et al., in prep) and in sexist interview contexts (Woodzicka &
LaFrance, 2005). In addition to this, anxiety increased between both emotion testing points
across conditions, and change in anxiety and anger were significantly positively correlated across
all conditions, suggesting that women who experience increases in anxiety felt increases for
anger as well. Being that anger in general is an approach emotion and anxiety is a withdrawal
emotion, it is possible that they worked against each other, leading to nonsignificant increases in
both in the sexism conditions. An exploratory mixed ANOVA could shed light on some of these
questions. Alternatively, anxiety and anger measurements from the beginning of the study could
be used as indexes of trait anxiety and anger and could potentially be moderators of
confrontation rather than mediators.
There were significant condition-related differences in women’s interview outcomes;
however, contrary to hypotheses, performance was worse in the HS condition than the BS
condition and that the means of the HS and control conditions were nearly identical. These
patterns were found for two specific variables: those that pertained to overall quality of women’s
answers to the Set 3 questions (i.e., relevance to question, clarity, and overall quality) as well the
content of the responses (i.e., how intelligent, structured, and straightforward). Overall
evaluations of the candidate and the interview (i.e., “Overall, how good was the interview?”) and
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hireability, combined as a single variable, did not differ between conditions, nor did the verbal
disfluency of participants’ responses. Therefore, although overall personal and professional selfpresentation and verbal clarity were not affected by sexist treatment, women were more likely to
give high-quality answers to interview questions and showcase their intelligence after exposure
to a benevolently sexist comment in a STEM context. This is in contrast with other findings that
women’s cognitive abilities are taxed more by BS than HS (e.g., Dardenne et al., 2007).
Although this could also be a spurious finding (i.e., a Type 1 error, it may also be the result of
increased effort to perform well after being threatened with the stereotype that women are less
capable than men.
Finally, BAS was not a significant predictor of any outcome variables in the study and
did not significantly interact with sexism condition. However, results from some of the
exploratory personality variables may shed some light on this. Two personality variables had
significant or near-significant correlations with increases in anger. Appetitive motivation was
linked to decreased anger across all conditions. Interpreting of this is difficult, because women in
the control condition would have had no reason to show increased anger, so further research
should be conducted with a sample size that is large enough to test the interaction between
appetitive motivation and condition on anger. However, it is interesting that one component of
the BAS measure (appetite tendencies) is linked to less anger rather than more. On the contrary,
another similar personality trait, rebellious nonconformity, was positively correlated with anger.
This could explain why BAS, which could tap into both of these traits, would be uncorrelated
with anger, since its subcomponents or closely associated traits work against each other in this
regard.
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Two different personality variables were also predictive of confrontation and interacted
with condition. Functional impulsivity predicted lower confrontation in the BS than HS
condition, but only among women who were low in impulsivity. Review of that pattern of means
shows that confrontation was higher among women in the sexism conditions compared to
control, but crossover pattern in the HS vs BS conditions across low vs high functional
impulsivity is difficult to interpret without a larger sample. The trends in Figure 4 indicate that
women who are low in impulsivity confront HS more than BS, consistent with theory and past
research for the general population. However, confrontation of BS may be easier among women
high in impulsivity. This would make sense, as there could be more social backlash for
confrontation of seemingly friendly benevolent behavior compared clearly non-friendly hostile
behavior. Further research is needed to explore these trends, including Johnson-Neyman analyses
of the observed interaction, to see if differences between the HS and BS conditions exist at the
high end (i.e., more than +1 SD form the mean) of functional impulsivity.
Sensation seeking was also a significant predictor of confrontation across conditions.
This seems to indicate that, regardless of whether they were exposed to sexism or not, women
high in sensation seeking are likely to disagree when asked to give an opinion about a topic,
whether it is controversial (e.g., sexism) or not (e.g., the control question about pet peeves in the
workplace).
Further Exploratory Research
Verbal confrontation responses from this study indicated that women continue to be
disinclined to confront sexism in STEM/workplace contexts. Yet, one form of confrontation that
this study has not yet assessed is whether women nonverbally confront sexism using facial
expressions (eyerolls, grimaces, raised eyebrows, jeering, frowning, etc.) or shifts in body
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language that might imply a confrontational disposition (e.g., leaning forward while making eye
contact, waiving the person away, etc.). To address this, the video recordings of the
confrontation segments could be re-scored to assess women’s body language and facial
expressions. Women may not find direct, verbal confrontation of sexism to be an efficacious
route to social change, both because of backlash against them by the perpetrator and others, but
also because sexist men may respond poorly to attempts to recognize or change their
unacceptable behavior. In fact, men who are called out for sexist behavior could potentially
increase their negative attitudes if they believe themselves to be unbiased toward others based on
gender or believe that their stereotypical attitudes are 1) accurate and 2) acceptable to express
toward others. Alternatively, because professional social norms generally discourage verbal
confrontation, women may choose more subtle expressions of disapproval that are equally
effective in getting their point across. Exploring women’s nonverbal behavior in response to
sexism in this study could rule out the possibility that women are confronting, just in ways that
are more socially skilled or that are equally effective while aligning with overarching social
scripts.
Another way to explore confrontation in this data set would be to rescore confrontation in
terms of how direct it was. Based on the a priori hypotheses of this project, confrontation was
scored by adding the number of types of confrontation that women expressed as well as the
number of times they disagreed with the interviewer. Under the original study plan, participants
would have been presented with four opportunities to confront (via the statement and question
portions of both sexist items). However, due to issues with study believability, participants had
only two opportunities to confront, and the majority of women who confronted (32/45, or 61%)
did so only one time, using one form of confrontation. Seventeen participants (31%) used two
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forms or confronted both the statement and question. Thus, there was relatively little variability
in the dependent variable, and it arguably did not capture the degree of confrontation expressed.
The types of confrontation listed could, based on coping style theories, be ordinally coded, with
reporting the perpetrator or calling him out or sexism being coded as more confrontational than
simply refusing to agree with his sexist sentiments. This would also allow for the inclusion of the
non-confrontational behaviors. Rather than exploring non-confrontation separately (which is
unexplored as of yet), all of the response behaviors could be included in one scale. Another
unexplored option for analyzing these data would be to simply code women as confronting or not
confronting and conduct a chi square test of differences between conditions and/or a logistic
regression to assess the impact of personality traits and their interaction with condition.
None of the mediation research questions were answered clearly due to non-significant
results for all analyses. This likely happened for multiple reasons. First, as described above,
participants’ relative change in anger and anxiety were relatively small, so changes in these
emotions likely did not vary enough between conditions to be detected, especially a small
sample. Second, these analyses were not powered to detect mediation or serial mediation. Had
changes in anger or anxiety been linked to condition or BAS, trends in these data may have led
to confirmatory hypotheses for a future study. Further research should explore other emotion
mediators as well.
One other interesting finding in this study was that behavioral inhibition was a significant
predictor (as a covariate) in some models, whereas BAS was not. BIS positively predicted
overall verbal evaluations, answer quality, verbal content ratings, indicating that, across
conditions, women high in behavioral inhibition did better in their interviews. Although this does
not shed light on what traits might make it easier for women to perform well in stressful
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workplace-related scenarios, it does indicate that, contrary to literature on the link between BAS
and performance, BIS may lead to better outcomes in scenarios that require self-control and
clear, creative thinking under pressure. BIS did not predict changes in anxiety, but this may have
been due the use of a difference score variable for anxiety (Time 2 – Time 1), which subtracted
baseline/start of study values levels of state anxiety. BIS may be linked to trait levels of anxiety
rather than state lability, which could be explored further with additional analyses.
Conclusion
Given the harmful effects that experiences with sexism have on women’s workplace
outcomes such as job enjoyment, affective and organizational commitment, and productivity in
STEM and other fields (Barling, 1996; Fitzgerald et al., 1994; Schat & Kelloway, 2003;
Kuchynka et al., 2018; Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007), understanding individual differences that
predict effective, active coping strategies and cognitive and emotional resilience in sexist
environments is important. This study shows, similar to others, that despite these benefits of
confronting sexism, it is often hard to predict when women will do so. Future research on the
outcomes related to direct confrontation, as well as the subtle but effective ways that women
might confront, are some of the more important avenues for further research, since women are
more likely to confront sexism if they believe the confrontation will reduce sexism in the future
toward themselves and toward others (i.e., perceived benefits).
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Table 1
Unusualness, believability, and agreement ratings for all piloted interview questions.
Item number

Item name

Set A
HS1
BS1
HS2
BS2
HS3
BS3
HS4
BS4.1
BS4.2
HS5
BS5
HS6
BS6
Set B
HS7
BS7
HS8
BS8
HS9
BS9
HS10
BS10
HS11
BS11
HS12
BS12

Unusualness
M (SD)

Believability
M (SD)

Agreement
M (SD)

(N = 21)

(N = 21)

(N = 20)

3.67 (1.96)
3.62 (2.04)
3.90 (1.95)
3.48 (2.04)
3.86 (1.93)
3.71 (1.74)
3.29 (1.82)
3.52 (1.69)
3.52 (1.63)
3.52 (1.63)
3.76 (1.67)
3.76 (1.84)
3.48 (1.54)

4.62 (1.46)
4.81 (1.33)
3.95 (1.72)
4.14 (1.46)
3.95 (1.72)
4.67 (1.59)
4.62 (1.61)
4.48 (1.21)
4.43 (1.33)
4.33 (1.39)
4.81(1.69)
4.24 (1.67)
4.67 (1.32)

2.65 (1.63)
4.25 (1.53)
1.85 (1.04)
3.95 (1.50)
2.25 (1.48)
1.65 (1.14)
1.20 (0.41)
3.95 (1.79)
3.7 (2.00)
2.40 (1.50)
1.35 (0.59)
2.00 (1.26)
1.90 (1.33)

(N = 83)

(N = 84)

(N = 83)

3.87(1.97)
3.77 (1.93)
4.23 (1.90)
3.99(1.94)
4.02 (1.94)
4.19 (1.86)
3.86 (1.98)
3.87 (2.09)
3.94(1.92)
4.04(1.95)
4.23(1.96)
3.95(1.98)

4.58 (1.78)
4.76 (1.68)
4.45 (1.73)
4.54 (1.63)
4.62 (1.64)
4.66 (1.57)
4.75 (1.79)
4.81 (1.72)
4.73 (1.64)
4.42 (1.86)
4.45 (1.73)
4.61 (1.72)

2.25 (1.61)
4.10 (1.66)
1.90 (1.29)
4.12 (1.59)
2.28 (1.46)
1.69 (1.09)
1.36 (1.07)
4.19 (1.71)
2.68 (1.70)
1.43 (1.05)
2.46 (1.65)
1.82 (1.25)

Note. Item = piloted sexist interview question; unusualness = ratings of how unusual the
questions seem; believability = ratings of how believable the questions seem; Agreement =
ratings of how much participants agree with the sentiments described in the interview
questions. See Appendix A for item wording.
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Table 2
HS and BS ratings for all piloted interview questions.
Item

HSR

BSR

BS Type

HSR vs BSR

M (SD)

M (SD)

HS1
BS1

5.46 (1.33)a
4.05 (1.30)b

4.00 (1.67)a
6.21 (1.62)b

CGD
CGD

p = .003
p < .001

HS2
BS2

6.05 (0.84)a
3.44 (1.72)b

3.79 (1.72)a
5.58 (1.74)b

CGD
CGD

p < .001
p < .001

HS3
BS3

5.68 (1.16)a
5.28 (1.22)a

3.68 (1.83)a
6.11 (1.49)b

PP
PP

p < .001
p = .069

HS4
BS4.1
BS4.2

5.47 (1.25)a
4.42 (1.63)b
4.28 (1.78)b

5.21 (1.81)a
5.53 (1.09)a
5.95 (1.03)b

PP
PP
PP

p = .055
p = .047
p = .001

HS5
BS5

5.35 (1.21)a
5.26 (1.28)a

3.77 (1.34)a
4.26 (1.17)a

CGD/PP
CGD/PP

p < .001
p = .007

HS6
BS6

5.56 (1.12)a
5.29 (1.31)a

4.84 (1.92)a
4.82 (1.83)a

CGD
CGD

p = .078
p = .223

HS7
BS7

5.86 (1.23)a
3.80 (1.71)b

4.34 (1.64)a
5.89 (1.57)a

CGD
CGD

p < .001
p < .001

HS8
BS8

6.06 (0.97)a
3.12 (1.58)b

4.31 (1.86)a
5.21 (1.59)b

CGD
CGD

p < .001
p < .001

HS9
BS9

5.71 (1.13)a
5.16 (1.45)b

3.62 (1.90)a
6.03 (1.50)b

PP
PP

p < .001
p < .001

HS10
HS10
BS10
BS10

5.86 (1.19)a
-4.25 (1.76)b
--

4.71 (1.98)a
5.00 (1.84)c
5.75 (1.42)b
4.36 (1.78)d

PP
CGD
PP
CGD

p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p = .630

HS11
HS11
BS11
BS11

5.71 (1.19)a
-5.76 (1.51)a
--

3.62 (1.80)a
4.10 (1.78)c
4.71 (1.79)b
5.02 (1.79)d

PP
CGD
PP
CGD

p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p = .004

Set A (N =
19)

Set B (N =
78)
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Table 2
Continued
HS12
5.84 (0.93)a
3.83 (1.92)a
PP
p < .001
HS12
-4.54 (1.81)c
CGD
p = .002
BS12
5.69 (1.27)a
4.53 (1.83)b
PP
p < .001
BS12
-4.63 (1.95)d
CGD
p < .001
Note. Item = piloted sexist interview question. Subscripts (a, b, c, d) in column pairs indicate
which HS ratings (HSR) and BS ratings (BSR) were significantly different between items in
each set. HSR vs BSR column indicates which HSR and BSR values were significantly
different within item pairs. Bolded items met criteria for possible inclusion in the study (i.e.,
where p < .05 for both HSR vs BSR comparisons, and where HSR and BSR subscripts for
BS items are b or d). See Appendix A for item wording.
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Table 3
Means and standard deviations, and Ns for all moderators, mediators, covariates, and
dependent variables, shown for the total sample and for each condition separately.
Variable

Total
M (SD)

Behavioral
Activation
3.08 (0.43)
Behavioral
Inhibition
3.2 (0.57)
Sensitivity to
Reward
3.76 (0.94)
Trait Anger
2.07 (0.63)
Dysfunctional
Impulsivity
2.88 (0.87)
Functional
Impulsivity
3.82 (0.91)
Appetitive
Motivation
3.51 (0.46)
Social
Boldness
1.98 (0.48)
Anger
Change
-0.26 (1.01)
Anxiety
Change
0.93 (1.86)
Confrontation 0.86 (1.03)
Overall
Evaluation
3.02 (1.29)
Answer
Quality
3.28 (1.22)
Verbal
Content
3.12 (1.11)
Verbal
42.98
Disfluency
(41.86)
Nonverbal
Positive
Emotion
2.21 (1.37)
Eye Contact
Rating
2.66s (1.06)
Body Position
Movement
Rating
1.91 (1.08)

HS
N

BS

M (SD)

N

102

2.94 (0.43)

34

102

3.18 (0.58)

102
102

M (SD)

Control
N

M (SD)

N

3.14 (0.39)

34

3.15 (0.45)

34

34

3.25 (0.56)

34

3.17 (0.57)

34

3.62 (0.87)
2.06 (0.56)

34
34

3.58 (0.91)
2.06 (0.7)

34
34

4.08 (0.98)
2.09 (0.62)

34
34

102

2.67 (0.77)

34

3.01 (0.91)

34

2.93 (0.9)

34

102

3.9 (0.93)

34

3.65 (0.88)

34

3.89 (0.92)

34

102

3.39 (0.46)

34

3.55 (0.41)

34

3.58 (0.48)

34

102

1.91 (0.5)

34

1.94 (0.42)

34

2.07 (0.5)

34

102

-0.32 (0.78)

34

-0.26 (1.1)

34

-0.21 (1.13)

34

102

0.85 (1.61)

33

0.82 (1.88)

33

1.09 (2.08)

33

99

0.21 (0.48)

32

1.21 (1.02)

31

1.15 (1.14)

31

94

3.03 (1.37)

32

2.8 (1.04)

31

3.23 (1.41)

31

94

3.16 (1.34)

32

3.06 (0.9)

31

3.62 (1.33)

31

94

32

30

3.48 (1.07)
35.77
(29.46)

31

33

2.88 (0.85)
42.29
(48.76)

31

94

2.98 (1.27)
50.62
(44.75)

93

2.28 (1.33)

33

2.24 (1.36)

30

2.13 (1.45)

30

93

2.35 (0.91)

33

2.93 (1.07)

30

2.73 (1.12)

30

93

1.94 (0.88)

33

1.73 (1.18)

30

2.11 (1.18)

30

30
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Continued
Hand to Head
Movement
Rating
Head
Movement
Rating
Smiling
Rating

0.74 (1.07) 93

0.71 (1.03)

33

0.74 (1.23)

30

0.76 (0.93)

30

2.32 (0.98) 93

2.19 (0.96)

33

2.4 (1.04)

30

2.42 (0.95)

30

2.01 (1.22) 93

1.97 (1.25)

34

2.16 (1.18)

34

1.86 (1.24)

34

Attractiveness 3.14 (0.80) 96
3.13 (0.78) 33 2.99 (0.74)
Note. Ns reported for each condition vary due to missing data.

31

3.29 (0.88)

32
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Table 4
Proportion of women who confronted the statement and/or question portions of
Set 2 interview questions.
Outcome
Condition

Statement (%)

Question (%)

Statement and/or Question (%)

N

Hostile
19 (56%)
13 (38%)
25 (74%)
Benevolent
15 (44%)
15 (44%)
22 (65%)
Control
0 (0%)
6 (18%)
6 (18%)
Note. Total N across all three conditions = 102. Statement and/or Question values
are not equal to the sum of the Statement and Question values because some
participants confronted both the Statement and Question and are not counted
twice in the Statement and/or Question column.

34
34
34
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Table 5
Number of participants who used each confrontational response and proportion of
participants who gave each response type within each condition.
Confrontational
Response Type

Statement Count (%)

Question Count (%)

Report (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1
0 (0%)
1 (3%)
0 (0%)

Reject (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

Refuse (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

7
2 (6%)
5 (15%)
0 (0%)

Call Out (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1(3%)

27
13 (38%)
14 (42%)
0 (0%)

9
3 (9%)
6 (18%)
0 (0%)

Offended (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

1
1 (3%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

11
9 (26%)
2 (6%)
0 (0%)

Irrelevant (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

0
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1(3%)

Clarify (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control

13
6 (18%)
7 (21%)
0 (0%)

7
3 (9%)
2 (6%)
2 (6%)

Support (total)
Hostile
Benevolent

1
1 (3%)
0 (0%)

6
2 (6%)
1 (3%)

Reject Stereotype (total)
Hostile
Benevolent
Control
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Continued
Control
0 (0%)
3 (9%)
Note. Percent values displayed represent the percent of participants in each condition who gave
each response type. Some participants gave multiple responses, so percentages do not add up
to the percent who confronted shown in table AB.
Report = asking to report the interviewer to HR immediately. Reject = rejecting the job/leaving
interview immediately. Refuse = refusing to answer the question. Call Out = calling out sexist
nature of interviewer's/employee’s statement, must use word "sexist". Reject Stereotype =
rejecting the sexist stereotype interviewer/employee holds. Offended = expressing frustration
or offense at the interviewer/hypothetical employee. Irrelevant = pointing out that the
question/comment/assistance is not relevant (or asking why it is being asked). Clarify = asking
for clarification/specific examples. Support = request social and organizational/formal support
for a conflict situation.
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Table 6
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by BAS, with BIS
and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.37
[-0.68, 1.42]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD

0.42
0.01
0.02
-0.15
-0.27
0.22**

[-0.65, 1.50]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.21, 0.24]
[-0.60, 0.29]
[-0.59, 0.06]
[0.12, 0.32]

0.05
0.01
-0.07
-0.15
0.40

[-0.13, 0.24]
[-0.17, 0.20]
[-0.25, 0.12]
[-0.33, 0.04]
[0.22, 0.58]
R2 = .184**
ΔR2 = .006
95% CI [.03, .28] 95% CI [-.02, .03]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1 x BAS
C2 x BAS
BIS
AnxietyD

0.37
0.00
0.03
-0.26
-0.01
-0.24
-0.25
0.22**

[-0.72, 1.47]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-0.79, 0.27]
[-0.06, 0.03]
[-0.80, 0.32]
[-0.58, 0.08]
[0.12, 0.32]

0.04
0.02
-0.11
-0.07
-0.08
-0.14
0.41

[-0.15, 0.24]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.34, 0.11]
[-0.30, 0.15]
[-0.27, 0.11]
[-0.33, 0.05]
[0.22, 0.59]
R2 = .193**
ΔR2 = .009
95% CI [.02, .28] 95% CI [-.02, .04]
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Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC =
contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS = interaction
between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 7
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by BAS, with BIS and
change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD

0.62
0.32**
0.03
-0.02
0.06
0.05

0.55
0.32**
0.05
-0.04
-0.04
-0.27
0.08
0.05

[-0.47, 1.71]
[0.19, 0.46]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-0.47, 0.42]
[-0.28, 0.40]
[-0.05, 0.15]

[-0.56, 1.66]
[0.18, 0.46]
[-0.18, 0.29]
[-0.49, 0.40]
[-0.35, 0.28]
[-0.83, 0.29]
[-0.26, 0.43]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.45
0.03
-0.01
0.03
0.09

0.44
0.04
-0.02
-0.02
-0.09
0.04
0.10

[0.26, 0.63]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.20, 0.18]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.10, 0.27]
R2 = .209**
95% CI [.05, .31]

ΔR2 = .197**
95% CI [.06, .34]

R2 = .217**
95% CI [.04, .30]

ΔR2 = .008
95% CI [-.02, .04]

[0.25, 0.63]
[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.21, 0.17]
[-0.21, 0.17]
[-0.28, 0.10]
[-0.14, 0.23]
[-0.09, 0.28]
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Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is also significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code
for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and
BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 8
Output of Moderated Indirect Effect Model of Condition and BAS on
Anger and Confrontation (n = 99)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Sexism Rating (M)
C1:HBvC
0.95
0.31
[0.34, 1.57]
C2:HvB
-0.16
0.36
[-0.56, 0.87]
Anger D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.02
0.23
[-0.47, 0.43]
C2:HvB
0.05
0.25
[-0.45, 0.55]
Sexism Rating
0.03
0.07
[-0.11, 0.17]
Confrontation (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.91
0.21
[0.49, 1.32]
C2:HvB
-0.07
0.23
[-0.53, 0.39]
Sexism Rating
0.07
0.07
[-0.06, 0.20]
-0.07
0.09
[-0.25, 0.12]
Anger D
Boot 95% CI
Effect Boot SE
[LL, UL]
C1:HBvC à SRà Conf.
0.06
0.08
[-0.07, 0.25]
C2:HvB à SRà Conf.
0.01
0.03
[-0.09, 0.11]
0.00
0.02
[-0.06, 0.03]
C1:HBvC à DAà Conf.
-0.00
0.03
[-0.08, 0.06]
C2:HvB à DA à Conf.
-0.00
0.01
[-0.03, 0.02]
C1:HBvCàSRà DAà Conf.
0.00
[-0.01, 0.01]
C2:HvB à SRà DA à Conf. -0.00
Note. Anger D = Change in anger between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(after sexism manipulation); C1:HBvC = HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS.
SR = sexism rating. Conf. = confrontation. DA = change in anger between beginning
of study and after sexist comment.
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Table 9
Output of Moderated Indirect Effect Model of Condition and BAS on
Anger and Confrontation (n = 99)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anger D (step 1)
C1:HBvC
0.02
0.21
[-0.82, 1.39]
C2:HvB
-0.03
0.24
[-0.50, 0.44]
BAS
-0.18
0.22
[-0.62, 0.27]
C1:HBvC X BAS
-0.29
0.47
[-1.23, 0.64]
C2:HvB X BAS
-0.47
0.56
[-0.64, 0.11]
BIS
-0.23
0.17
[-0.57, 0.12]
Neg. Emot.
0.21
0.05
[0.11, 0.32]
Confrontation (step 2)
C1:HBvC
0.97
0.20
[0.57, 1.36]
C2:HvB
-0.07
0.23
[-0.53, 0.39]
-0.11
0.10
[-0.31, 0.10]
Anger D
BIS
0.04
0.17
[-0.30, 0.37]
Neg. Emot.
0.07
0.06
[-0.04, 0.18]
Boot 95% CI
Effect
Boot SE
[LL, UL]
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) -0.02
0.04
[-0.13, 0.04]
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.00
0.03
[-0.08, 0.04]
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
0.02
0.04
[-0.09, 0.08]
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
0.03
0.06
[-0.10, 0.15]
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
0.00
0.39
[-0.09, 0.08]
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
-0.02
0.05
[-0.14, 0.08]
Note. Anger D = Change in anger between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(after sexism manipulation); C1:HBvC = HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS;
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard
deviation below BAS mean (-0.44); C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X
BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.00); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation above BAS mean (0.43).
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Table 10
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on overall verbal evaluation, moderated by
BAS, with BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 1.57
[-0.26, 3.41]
BIS 0.67**
[0.21, 1.14]
0.29
[0.09, 0.49]
[-0.18, 0.10]
-0.06
[-0.26, 0.14]
AnxietyD -0.04
Attrac. -0.21
[-0.54, 0.12]
-0.13
[-0.33, 0.07]
R2 = .103*
95% CI [.00, .21]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

1.69
-0.02
-0.24
0.19
0.68**
-0.04
-0.25

[-0.16, 3.53]
[-0.21, 0.16]
[-0.56, 0.08]
[-0.42, 0.80]
[0.21, 1.15]
[-0.18, 0.10]
[-0.58, 0.08]

-0.02
-0.15
0.06
0.29
-0.06
-0.15

[-0.23, 0.18]
[-0.35, 0.05]
[-0.14, 0.27]
[0.09, 0.49]
[-0.26, 0.14]
[-0.35, 0.05]
R2 = .130
ΔR2 = .027
95% CI [.00, .21] 95% CI [-.03, .09]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD

1.67
-0.03
-0.26
0.23
-0.06
0.46
0.66**
-0.05

[-0.20, 3.54]
[-0.21, 0.16]
[-0.58, 0.06]
[-0.39, 0.85]
[-0.49, 0.37]
[-0.35, 1.26]
[0.19, 1.13]
[-0.20, 0.09]

-0.03
-0.16
0.08
-0.03
0.12
0.28
-0.08

[-0.24, 0.18]
[-0.36, 0.04]
[-0.13, 0.29]
[-0.23, 0.18]
[-0.09, 0.33]
[0.08, 0.49]
[-0.28, 0.13]
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Attrac. -0.22

[-0.56, 0.12]

-0.13

[-0.34, 0.08]
R2 = .144
ΔR2 = .015
95% CI [.00, .21] 95% CI [-.03, .06]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. = attractiveness rating.
C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS = interaction
between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 11
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on answer quality, moderated by BAS, with BIS,
change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
Beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 1.87*
[0.15, 3.59]
BIS 0.67**
[0.23, 1.10]
0.30
[0.11, 0.50]
[-0.12, 0.14]
0.02
[-0.18, 0.22]
AnxietyD 0.01
Attrac. -0.23
[-0.54, 0.07]
-0.15
[-0.35, 0.05]
R2 = .119**
95% CI [.01,.23]
(Intercept) 2.00*
C1:HBvC 0.06
C2:HvB -0.31*
BAS -0.04
BIS 0.66**
AnxietyD 0.01
Attrac. -0.27

[0.29, 3.71]
[-0.12, 0.23]
[-0.61, -0.02]
[-0.61, 0.52]
[0.23, 1.09]
[-0.12, 0.14]
[-0.58, 0.04]

0.06
-0.21
-0.02
0.30
0.02
-0.17

[-0.14, 0.26]
[-0.40, -0.01]
[-0.22, 0.19]
[0.10, 0.50]
[-0.18, 0.22]
[-0.37, 0.02]
R2 = .165*
95% CI [.01,.26]

(Intercept) 1.97*
C1:HBvC 0.05
C2:HvB -0.33*
BAS 0.00
C1xBAS -0.02
C2xBAS 0.45
BIS 0.64**
AnxietyD 0.00
Attrac. -0.23

[0.23, 3.70]
[-0.12, 0.23]
[-0.62, -0.03]
[-0.57, 0.58]
[-0.41, 0.38]
[-0.30, 1.19]
[0.21, 1.08]
[-0.13, 0.13]
[-0.55, 0.08]

0.06
-0.22
0.00
-0.01
0.12
0.29
0.00
-0.15

ΔR2 = .046
95% CI [-.03, .12]

[-0.14, 0.27]
[-0.42, -0.02]
[-0.20, 0.20]
[-0.21, 0.19]
[-0.08, 0.33]
[0.09, 0.49]
[-0.20, 0.20]
[-0.35, 0.05]
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R2 = .179*
95% CI [.00,.25]

ΔR2 = .014
95% CI [-.03, .06]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression
weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. BAS = behavioral activation. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study).
C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS
= interaction between C2:HvB and BAS. Attrac. = attractiveness rating.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 12
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on verbal content ratings, moderated by BAS, with
BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 1.50
[-0.06, 3.07]
BIS 0.63**
[0.24, 1.03]
0.32
[0.12, 0.52]
[-0.13, 0.11]
-0.02
[-0.22, 0.18]
AnxietyD -0.01
Attrac. -0.13
[-0.41, 0.15]
-0.09
[-0.29, 0.11]
R2 = .109*
95% CI [.00, .22]
(Intercept) 1.64*
C1:HBvC 0.06
C2:HvB -0.32*
BAS 0.05
BIS 0.63**
AnxietyD -0.01
Attrac. -0.17

[0.10, 3.19]
[-0.10, 0.21]
[-0.58, -0.05]
[-0.46, 0.56]
[0.24, 1.02]
[-0.13, 0.11]
[-0.44, 0.11]

0.07
-0.23
0.02
0.32
-0.02
-0.12

[-0.13, 0.27]
[-0.43, -0.04]
[-0.18, 0.22]
[0.12, 0.51]
[-0.21, 0.18]
[-0.31, 0.08]
R2 = .170*
95% CI [.01, .26]

(Intercept) 1.60*
C1:HBvC 0.06
C2:HvB -0.32*
BAS 0.07
C1xBAS 0.04
C2xBAS 0.23
BIS 0.62**
AnxietyD -0.02
Attrac. -0.15

[0.02, 3.17]
[-0.10, 0.22]
[-0.59, -0.06]
[-0.45, 0.60]
[-0.32, 0.40]
[-0.45, 0.91]
[0.23, 1.02]
[-0.14, 0.10]
[-0.43, 0.14]

0.08
-0.24
0.03
0.02
0.07
0.31
-0.03
-0.10

ΔR2 = .061
95% CI [-.03, .15]

[-0.13, 0.28]
[-0.44, -0.04]
[-0.18, 0.23]
[-0.18, 0.23]
[-0.14, 0.28]
[0.11, 0.51]
[-0.23, 0.17]
[-0.31, 0.10]
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R2 = .175*
95% CI [.00, .25]

ΔR2 = .005
95% CI [-.02, .03]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. = attractiveness
rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS =
interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 13
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on verbal disfluency, moderated by BAS, with BIS,
change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
67.92*
[5.63, 130.21]
BIS
-3.06
[-18.81, 12.70]
-0.04
[-0.25, 0.17]
-2.09
[-6.82, 2.63]
-0.09
[-0.30, 0.12]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
-4.22
[-15.32, 6.89]
-0.08
[-0.29, 0.13]
R2 = .017
95% CI [.00,.07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

67.19*
-4.65
2.99
11.21
-2.48
-1.97
-4.56

[4.71, 129.67]
[-10.88, 1.59]
[-7.74, 13.73]
[-9.49, 31.91]
[-18.26, 13.29]
[-6.70, 2.76]
[-15.80, 6.68]

-0.16
0.06
0.12
-0.03
-0.09
-0.09

[-0.37, 0.05]
[-0.15, 0.27]
[-0.10, 0.33]
[-0.24, 0.18]
[-0.30, 0.12]
[-0.30, 0.12]
R2 = .051
ΔR2 = .033
95% CI [.00, .10] 95% CI [-.04, .10]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

64.51*
-4.25
3.11
11.66
4.89
1.07
-2.14
-1.99
-4.24

[0.87, 128.15]
[-10.66, 2.16]
[-7.77, 13.98]
[-9.46, 32.79]
[-9.73, 19.50]
[-26.30, 28.44]
[-18.13, 13.84]
[-6.83, 2.85]
[-15.85, 7.37]

-0.15
0.06
0.12
0.07
0.01
-0.03
-0.09
-0.08

[-0.36, 0.07]
[-0.15, 0.27]
[-0.10, 0.34]
[-0.14, 0.29]
[-0.21, 0.23]
[-0.24, 0.18]
[-0.30, 0.13]
[-0.30, 0.14]
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Table 13
Continued
R2 = .056
ΔR2 = .005
95% CI [.00, .08] 95% CI [-.02, .03]
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. =
attractiveness rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral
activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 14
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on nonverbal positive emotionality ratings,
moderated by BAS, with BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
2.65*
[0.62, 4.69]
BIS
-0.22
[-0.74, 0.30]
-0.09 [-0.30, 0.12]
-0.08
[-0.23, 0.08]
-0.11 [-0.32, 0.10]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
0.11
[-0.25, 0.48]
0.07 [-0.14, 0.28]
R2 = .026
95% CI [.00, .09]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.63*
-0.02
0.10
-0.04
-0.23
-0.08
0.13

[0.56, 4.70]
[-0.22, 0.19]
[-0.27, 0.46]
[-0.72, 0.65]
[-0.76, 0.31]
[-0.24, 0.08]
[-0.24, 0.50]

-0.02
0.06
-0.01
-0.09
-0.11
0.07

[-0.23, 0.20]
[-0.16, 0.27]
[-0.23, 0.21]
[-0.31, 0.12]
[-0.32, 0.10]
[-0.14, 0.29]
R2 = .029
95% CI [.00, .05]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.54*
-0.01
0.09
0.01
0.09
0.36
-0.23
-0.09
0.16

[0.44, 4.65]
[-0.22, 0.20]
[-0.28, 0.46]
[-0.69, 0.71]
[-0.39, 0.57]
[-0.56, 1.27]
[-0.77, 0.31]
[-0.25, 0.07]
[-0.22, 0.55]

-0.01
0.05
0.00
0.04
0.09
-0.09
-0.12
0.09

ΔR2 = .004
95% CI [-.02, .03]

[-0.23, 0.21]
[-0.17, 0.27]
[-0.22, 0.23]
[-0.18, 0.26]
[-0.14, 0.32]
[-0.31, 0.12]
[-0.34, 0.10]
[-0.13, 0.32]
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Table 14
Continued
R2 = .037
95% CI [.00, .04]

ΔR2 = .008
95% CI [-.03, .04]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. =
attractiveness rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral
activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 15
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on eye contact ratings, moderated by BAS, with BIS,
change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
2.73**
[1.14, 4.32]
BIS
-0.05
[-0.46, 0.35]
-0.03 [-0.24, 0.18]
0.07
[-0.05, 0.19]
0.12 [-0.09, 0.33]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
0.01
[-0.27, 0.29]
0.01 [-0.20, 0.22]
R2 = .014
95% CI [.00, .06]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.81**
0.19*
0.10
-0.41
-0.11
0.06
0.05

[1.26, 4.36]
[0.03, 0.34]
[-0.18, 0.37]
[-0.92, 0.10]
[-0.51, 0.29]
[-0.06, 0.18]
[-0.23, 0.33]

0.25
0.07
-0.17
-0.06
0.10
0.03

[0.04, 0.46]
[-0.13, 0.28]
[-0.38, 0.04]
[-0.26, 0.15]
[-0.11, 0.31]
[-0.17, 0.24]
R2 = .093
95% CI [.00, .16]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.65**
0.20*
0.07
-0.32
0.13
0.77*
-0.12
0.04
0.12

[1.12, 4.19]
[0.04, 0.35]
[-0.20, 0.34]
[-0.83, 0.19]
[-0.22, 0.48]
[0.11, 1.43]
[-0.51, 0.27]
[-0.08, 0.15]
[-0.16, 0.40]

0.27
0.05
-0.13
0.08
0.25
-0.06
0.06
0.09

ΔR2 = .079
95% CI [-.03, .18]

[0.06, 0.48]
[-0.15, 0.26]
[-0.34, 0.08]
[-0.13, 0.28]
[0.03, 0.46]
[-0.27, 0.14]
[-0.14, 0.27]
[-0.12, 0.30]
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Table 15
Continued
R2 = .149
95% CI [.00, .22]

ΔR2 = .056
95% CI [-.03, .14]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. =
attractiveness rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral
activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
The significant direct effect of condition at step 2 is not discussed in this paper due to the overall model being nonsignificant.
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Table 16
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on body position ratings, moderated by BAS, with BIS,
change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
2.17**
[0.53, 3.80]
BIS
-0.05
[-0.47, 0.37]
-0.02
[-0.24, 0.19]
0.00
[-0.12, 0.12]
0.00
[-0.21, 0.21]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
-0.03
[-0.32, 0.26]
-0.02
[-0.23, 0.19]
R2 = .001
95% CI [.00, 1.00]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.22**
0.01
-0.22
-0.34
-0.05
-0.00
-0.04

[0.59, 3.85]
[-0.15, 0.17]
[-0.51, 0.07]
[-0.88, 0.20]
[-0.47, 0.37]
[-0.13, 0.12]
[-0.34, 0.25]

0.01
-0.16
-0.14
-0.03
-0.01
-0.03

[-0.21, 0.23]
[-0.38, 0.05]
[-0.35, 0.08]
[-0.24, 0.19]
[-0.22, 0.21]
[-0.24, 0.18]
R2 = .044
95% CI [.00, .08]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.24**
0.01
-0.22
-0.34
-0.03
0.02
-0.06
-0.00
-0.04

[0.57, 3.90]
[-0.16, 0.17]
[-0.52, 0.07]
[-0.89, 0.22]
[-0.41, 0.35]
[-0.70, 0.74]
[-0.48, 0.37]
[-0.13, 0.12]
[-0.35, 0.26]

0.01
-0.17
-0.14
-0.02
0.01
-0.03
-0.01
-0.03

ΔR2 = .043
95% CI [-.04, .12]

[-0.21, 0.23]
[-0.38, 0.05]
[-0.36, 0.09]
[-0.24, 0.20]
[-0.22, 0.23]
[-0.25, 0.19]
[-0.22, 0.21]
[-0.25, 0.19]
100

Table 16
Continued
R2 = .045
95% CI [.00, .05]

ΔR2 = .000
95% CI [-.01, .01]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. = attractiveness
rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS =
interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
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Table 17
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on hand-to-head movement ratings, moderated by
BAS, with BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
-0.00
[-1.56, 1.55]
BIS
-0.05
[-0.45, 0.35]
-0.03
[-0.23, 0.18]
-0.07
[-0.18, 0.05]
-0.12
[-0.32, 0.09]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
0.31*
[0.04, 0.59]
0.23
[0.03, 0.44]
R2 = .068
95% CI [.00, .16]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

0.02
0.04
0.04
-0.31
-0.08
-0.07
0.33*

[-1.55, 1.58]
[-0.12, 0.20]
[-0.24, 0.31]
[-0.83, 0.21]
[-0.48, 0.33]
[-0.19, 0.05]
[0.05, 0.62]

0.06
0.03
-0.13
-0.04
-0.13
0.25

[-0.16, 0.27]
[-0.18, 0.24]
[-0.34, 0.09]
[-0.25, 0.17]
[-0.33, 0.08]
[0.04, 0.46]
R2 = .085
95% CI [.00, .15]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

0.17
0.03
0.06
-0.39
-0.16
-0.60
-0.07
-0.06
0.28

[-1.40, 1.73]
[-0.13, 0.19]
[-0.22, 0.33]
[-0.91, 0.13]
[-0.51, 0.20]
[-1.28, 0.07]
[-0.47, 0.33]
[-0.17, 0.06]
[-0.01, 0.56]

0.04
0.04
-0.16
-0.09
-0.19
-0.04
-0.10
0.21

ΔR2 = .017
95% CI [-.03, .07]

[-0.17, 0.25]
[-0.17, 0.25]
[-0.37, 0.05]
[-0.30, 0.12]
[-0.41, 0.02]
[-0.24, 0.17]
[-0.30, 0.11]
[-0.01, 0.42]
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Table 17
Continued
R2 = .123
95% CI [.00, .18]

ΔR2 = .038
95% CI [-.04, .11]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. =
attractiveness rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral
activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 18
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on head movement ratings, moderated by BAS, with
BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
2.25**
[0.81, 3.68]
BIS
0.00
[-0.37, 0.37]
0.00 [-0.20, 0.21]
-0.14*
[-0.25, -0.03]
-0.26 [-0.47, -0.06]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
0.07
[-0.19, 0.32]
0.06 [-0.15, 0.26]
R2 = .071
95% CI [.00, .17]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.26**
0.06
0.01
0.25
0.01
-0.14*
0.06

[0.82, 3.71]
[-0.08, 0.21]
[-0.25, 0.26]
[-0.23, 0.73]
[-0.36, 0.38]
[-0.25, -0.03]
[-0.20, 0.32]

0.09
0.00
0.11
0.00
-0.26
0.05

[-0.12, 0.30]
[-0.20, 0.21]
[-0.10, 0.32]
[-0.20, 0.21]
[-0.46, -0.05]
[-0.16, 0.26]
R2 = .096
95% CI [.00, .17]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

2.11**
0.08
-0.01
0.32
0.21
0.45
0.01
-0.15**
0.11

[0.66, 3.55]
[-0.07, 0.22]
[-0.26, 0.25]
[-0.16, 0.80]
[-0.12, 0.54]
[-0.17, 1.08]
[-0.36, 0.38]
[-0.26, -0.04]
[-0.16, 0.37]

0.11
-0.01
0.14
0.13
0.16
0.00
-0.28
0.09

ΔR2 = .024
95% CI [-.04, .08]

[-0.10, 0.32]
[-0.21, 0.20]
[-0.07, 0.35]
[-0.08, 0.34]
[-0.06, 0.37]
[-0.20, 0.21]
[-0.49, -0.07]
[-0.13, 0.30]
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Table 18
Continued
R2 = .130
95% CI [.00, .19]

ΔR2 = .034
95% C I[-.04, .10]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. = attractiveness
rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS = behavioral activation. C1xBAS =
interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 19
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on smiling ratings, moderated by BAS, with
BIS, change in anxiety, and attractiveness covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
1.59 [-0.23, 3.42]
BIS
-0.08 [-0.55, 0.39]
-0.04
[-0.25, 0.17]
-0.04 [-0.18, 0.10]
-0.06
[-0.27, 0.15]
AnxietyD
Attrac.
0.23 [-0.10, 0.55]
0.15
[-0.06, 0.35]
R2 = .026
95% CI [.00, .09]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

1.60
0.05
0.18
-0.50
-0.13
-0.05
0.27

[-0.22, 3.42]
[-0.13, 0.24]
[-0.14, 0.50]
[-1.10, 0.10]
[-0.60, 0.34]
[-0.19, 0.09]
[-0.05, 0.60]

0.06
0.12
-0.18
-0.06
-0.07
0.18

[-0.15, 0.28]
[-0.09, 0.33]
[-0.39, 0.04]
[-0.27, 0.15]
[-0.28, 0.14]
[-0.03, 0.39]
R2 = .071
95% CI [.00, .13]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BAS
C1xBAS
C2xBAS
BIS
AnxietyD
Attrac.

1.67
0.05
0.19
-0.52
-0.10
-0.13
-0.13
-0.04
0.26

[-0.19, 3.52]
[-0.14, 0.23]
[-0.14, 0.51]
[-1.14, 0.10]
[-0.53, 0.32]
[-0.93, 0.67]
[-0.61, 0.34]
[-0.19, 0.10]
[-0.08, 0.60]

0.06
0.12
-0.19
-0.05
-0.04
-0.06
-0.07
0.17

ΔR2 = .045
95% CI [-.04, .13]

[-0.16, 0.27]
[-0.09, 0.34]
[-0.41, 0.03]
[-0.27, 0.16]
[-0.26, 0.19]
[-0.27, 0.15]
[-0.28, 0.15]
[-0.05, 0.38]
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Table 19
Continued
R2 = .074
95% CI [.00, .11]

ΔR2 = .003
95% CI [-.02, .03]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). Attrac. =
attractiveness rating. C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BAS =
behavioral activation. C1xBAS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BAS. C2xBAS = interaction between C2:HvB and BAS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 20
Output of Moderated Indirect Effect Model of Condition and BAS on
Anxiety and Overall Interview Evaluation (n = 94)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.01
0.40
[-0.80, 0.78]
C2:HvB
0.09
0.45
[-0.80, 0.98]
BAS
-0.04
0.44
[-0.91, 0.82]
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.19
0.90
[-1.60, 1.99]
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.67
1.09
[-3.83, 0.51]
BIS
0.41
0.32
[-0.24, 1.06]
0.69
0.18
[0.32, 1.05]
AngerD
Overall Evaluation (DV)
C1:HBvC
-0.02
0.27
[-0.57, 0.52]
C2:HvB
0.43
0.32
[-0.20, 1.06]
-0.06
0.08
[-0.21, 0.09]
Anxiety D
BIS
0.70
0.24
[0.23, 1.17]
0.08
0.14
[-0.20,
0.36]
Anger D
Effect Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.01
0.05
[-0.08, 0.14]
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
0.00
0.04
[-0.09, 0.08]
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
-0.00
0.06
[-0.16, 0.10]
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.05
0.10
[-0.27, 0.14]
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.05
[-0.11, 0.12]
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
-0.04
0.08
[-0.08, 0.24]
Note. Anxiety D = Change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean
(0.02); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.41).
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Table 21
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and answer ratings (n = 94)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.01
0.40
[-0.80, 0.78]
C2:HvB
0.09
0.45
[-0.80, 0.98]
BAS
-0.04
0.44
[-0.91, 0.82]
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.19
0.90
[-1.60, 1.99]
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.67
1.09
[-3.83, 0.51]
BIS
0.41
0.32
[-0.24, 1.06]
0.69
0.18
[0.32, 1.05]
AngerD
Answer Ratings (M)
C1:HBvC
0.17
0.25
[-0.34, 0.67]
C2:HvB
0.56
0.30
[-0.03, 1.15]
0.01
0.07
[-0.13, 0.15]
Anxiety D
BIS
0.68
0.22
[0.24, 1.11]
0.01
0.13
[-0.26,
0.27]
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.00
0.03
[-0.00, 0.07]
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.00
0.03
[-0.07, 0.05]
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
0.00
0.04
[-0.10, 0.08]
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
0.01
0.09
[-0.12, 0.24]
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
0.00
0.04
[-0.06, 0.10]
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
-0.01
0.07
[-0.16, 0.13]
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean
(0.02); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.41).
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Table 22
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and answer content (n = 94)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.01
0.40
-0.80, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.09
0.45
-0.80, 0.98
BAS
-0.04
0.44
-0.91, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.19
0.90
-1.60, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.67
1.09
-3.83, 0.51
BIS
0.41
0.32
-0.24, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.32, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.19
0.23
-0.27, 0.64
C2:HvB
0.60
0.27
0.07, 1.13
-0.01
0.06
-0.14, 0.12
Anxiety D
BIS
0.63
0.20
0.24, 1.02
-0.01
0.12
-0.24,
0.22
Anger D

C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)

Effect
-0.00
-0.00
0.00
-0.01
-0.00
0.01

Boot SE
0.03
0.03
0.04
0.07
0.03
0.06

Boot 95% CI
-0.07, 0.07
-0.06, 0.06
-0.08, 0.08
-0.14, 0.19
-0.05, 0.09
-0.11, 0.14

Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean
(0.02); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.41).
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Table 23
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and verbal disfluency (n = 94)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.20
0.40
[-0.80, 0.78]
C2:HvB
-0.01
0.45
[-0.80, 0.98]
BAS
-0.04
0.44
[-0.91, 0.82]
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.19
0.90
[-1.60, 1.99]
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.66
1.09
[-3.83, 0.51]
BIS
0.41
0.33
[-0.24, 1.06]
0.69
0.18
[0.32, 1.05]
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
-11.38
9.20
[-29.67, 6.91]
C2:HvB
-6.69
10.73
[-28.03, 14.63]
-1.59
2.57
[-6.70, 3.52]
Anxiety D
BIS
-3.19
7.98
[-19.05, 12.67]
-2.69
4.74
[-12.12, 6.73]
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
0.16
1.47
[-3.56, 2.95]
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
0.02
1.18
[-3.50, 1.73]
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
-0.11
1.78
[-5.25, 2.36]
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-1.33
3.10
[-9.03, 3.58]
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.19
1.47
[-3.49, 2.90]
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.95
2.41
[-2.75, 6.96]
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.02); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.41).
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Table 24
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and nonverbal positive emotionality (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
-0.07
0.30
-0.67, 0.53
C2:HvB
-0.14
0.40
-0.85, 0.58
-0.08
0.08
-0.24, 0.09
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.25
0.27
-0.78, 0.28
0.00
0.15
-0.31, 0.31
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
0.00
0.05
-0.10, 0.07
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.00
0.04
-0.10, 0.06
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) -0.01
0.06
-0.16, 0.08
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.06
0.10
-0.26, 0.14
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.05
-0.10, 0.13
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.04
0.08
-0.05, 0.26
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean
(0.02); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.41).
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Table 25
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and scores of head movement (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.49
0.23
0.03, 0.93
C2:HvB
-0.20
0.27
-0.74, 0.50
0.08
0.06
-0.05, -0.00
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.09
0.20
-0.49, 0.31
-0.08
0.12
-0.31, 0.15
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) -0.00
0.05
-0.10, 0.13
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
0.00
0.04
-0.07, 0.10
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
0.01
0.06
-0.10, 0.14
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.45
0.10
-0.07, 0.34
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.05
-0.09, 0.13
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.04
0.07
-0.22, 0.05
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.01); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.44).
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Table 26
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and scores of body position changes (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
-0.02
0.24
-0.50, 0.46
C2:HvB
0.38
0.29
-0.18, 0.95
0.00
0.07
-0.13, 0.13
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.00
0.21
-0.43, 0.41
0.02
0.12
-0.26, 0.22
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) -0.00
0.03
-0.07, 0.06
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
0.00
0.02
-0.05, 0.05
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD)
0.00
0.03
-0.07, 0.08
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.45
0.06
-0.12, 0.16
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.03
-0.06, 0.07
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.44
0.05
-0.12, 0.10
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.01); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.44).
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Table 27
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and scores of body position changes (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.05
0.24
-0.42, 0.52
C2:HvB
0.01
0.28
-0.54, 0.57
-0.07
0.07
-0.20, 0.06
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.06
0.21
-0.47, 0.35
0.03
0.12
-0.21, 0.27
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
0.00
0.04
-0.10, 0.06
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.00
0.03
-0.09, 0.05
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) -0.01
0.05
-0.12, 0.08
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.45
0.05
-0.21, 0.07
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.01
-0.09, 0.09
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.44
0.04
-0.03, 0.18
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.01); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.44).
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Table 28
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and scores of head movement (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.24
0.21
-0.18, 0.66
C2:HvB
0.00
0.35
-0.49, 0.50
-0.12
0.06
-0.24, -0.00
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.03
0.18
-0.40, 0.34
-0.11
0.11
-0.32, 0.11
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
0.00
0.07
-0.17, 0.11
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.05
-0.13, 0.09
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) -0.01
0.07
-0.16, 0.15
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.09
0.12
-0.35, 0.13
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.07
-0.16, 0.13
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.07
0.08
-0.07, 0.26
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.01); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.44).
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Table 29
Output of moderated indirect effect model of condition and BAS on
anxiety and scores of smiling (n = 93)
b 95% CI
b
SE
[LL, UL]
Anxiety D (M)
C1:HBvC
-0.05
0.39
-0.73, 0.78
C2:HvB
0.10
0.46
-0.81, 0.98
BAS
-0.12
0.43
-0.97, 0.82
C1:HBvC X BAS
0.15
0.89
-1.62, 1.99
C2:HvB X BAS
-1.48
1.06
-3.59, 0.51
BIS
0.37
0.33
-0.29, 1.06
0.69
0.18
0.33, 1.05
AngerD
Answer Content (DV)
C1:HBvC
0.06
0.27
-0.48, 0.60
C2:HvB
-0.31
0.32
-0.95, 0.33
-0.03
0.08
-0.18, 0.12
Anxiety D
BIS
-0.11
0.24
-0.59, 0.36
-0.04
0.14
-0.32, 0.23
Anger D
Effect
Boot SE
Boot 95% CI
C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD)
0.00
0.04
-0.10, 0.07
C1:HBvC X BAS (M)
-0.00
0.03
-0.09, 0.04
C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) -0.00
0.04
-0.13, 0.07
C2:HvB X BAS (-1 SD)
-0.45
0.08
-0.21, 0.15
C2:HvB X BAS (M)
-0.01
0.04
-0.08, 0.09
C2:HvB X BAS (+1 SD)
0.44
0.07
-0.10, 0.17
Note. Anxiety D = Change in Anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time
2 (after sexism manipulation); M = mediator; DV = dependent variable; C1:HBvC =
HS + BS vs Control; C2:HvB = HS vs BS; C1:HBvC X BAS (-1 SD) = C1:HBvC or
C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1 standard deviation below BAS mean (-0.45);
C1:HBvC X BAS (M) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at BAS mean (0.01); C1:HBvC X BAS (+1 SD) = C1:HBvC or C2:HvB X BAS interaction at 1
standard deviation above BAS mean (0.44).

117

Table 30
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by behavioral inhibition,
with behavioral activation and change in anger covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
B
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 0.31
[-1.17, 1.78]
BAS 0.17
[-0.30, 0.65]
0.07
[-0.13, 0.28]
[-0.26, 0.16]
-0.05
[-0.25, 0.15]
AngerD -0.05
R2 = .009
95% CI [.00, .06]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BIS
BAS
AngerD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BIS
C1xBIS
C2xBIS
BAS
AngerD

1.01
0.33**
0.03
0.06
-0.05
-0.06

1.02
0.33**
0.03
0.07
0.08
0.05
-0.06
-0.05

[-0.36, 2.39]
[0.19, 0.46]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-0.28, 0.40]
[-0.50, 0.39]
[-0.25, 0.13]

[-0.39, 2.43]
[0.19, 0.47]
[-0.21, 0.26]
[-0.28, 0.41]
[-0.17, 0.32]
[-0.37, 0.48]
[-0.51, 0.40]
[-0.25, 0.15]

0.45
0.02
0.03
-0.02
-0.06

0.46
0.02
0.04
0.06
0.02
-0.02
-0.05

[0.26, 0.64]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.21, 0.17]
[-0.24, 0.13]
R2 = .205**
95% CI [.05, .31]

ΔR2 = .196**
95% CI [.06, .34]

R2 = .209**
95% CI [.03, .30]

ΔR2 = .004
95% CI [-.02, .03]

[0.27, 0.65]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.13, 0.25]
[-0.17, 0.21]
[-0.22, 0.17]
[-0.24, 0.14]
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Table 30
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is also significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the
standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BAS = behavioral activation. AngerD = change in anger between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast
code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BIS = behavioral inhibition. C1xBIS = interaction between C1:HBvC
and BIS. C2xBIS = interaction between C2:HvB and BIS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 31
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by appetitive
motivation, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) -0.49**
[-0.69, -0.28]
BIS -0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD 0.22**
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
AM
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
AM
C1xAM
C2xAM
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.48**
0.04
0.01
-0.32
-0.28
0.22**

-0.50**
0.05
0.05
-0.37
0.07
-0.59*
-0.21
0.23**

[-0.69, -0.28]
[-0.09, 0.18]
[-0.21, 0.24]
[-0.73, 0.09]
[-0.60, 0.05]
[0.12, 0.32]

[-0.70, -0.29]
[-0.08, 0.18]
[-0.17, 0.27]
[-0.77, 0.04]
[-0.22, 0.35]
[-1.11, -0.08]
[-0.53, 0.12]
[0.13, 0.33]

0.06
0.01
-0.14
-0.16
0.40

0.07
0.04
-0.17
0.04
-0.22
-0.12
0.42

[-0.12, 0.25]
[-0.17, 0.19]
[-0.33, 0.04]
[-0.34, 0.03]
[0.22, 0.58]
R2 = .199**
95% CI [.04, .30]

ΔR2 = .021
95% CI [-.03, .07]

R2 = .246**
95% CI [.06, .33]

ΔR2 = .046
95% CI [-.02, .12]

[-0.12, 0.25]
[-0.14, 0.22]
[-0.35, 0.02]
[-0.14, 0.22]
[-0.40, -0.03]
[-0.30, 0.07]
[0.24, 0.59]
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Table 31
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast
code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. AM = appetitive motivation. C1xAM = interaction between C1:HBvC
and AM. C2xAM = interaction between C2:HvB and AM.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 32
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by rebellious
nonconformity, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
-0.49**
[-0.69, -0.28]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
PPI_Rn
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
PPI_Rn
C1xPPIRn
C2xPPIRn
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.49**
0.00
0.03
0.29
-0.23
0.23**

-0.52**
0.02
0.04
0.20
0.16
-0.14
-0.21
0.23**

[-0.70, -0.28]
[-0.13, 0.13]
[-0.19, 0.26]
[-0.05, 0.62]
[-0.56, 0.09]
[0.13, 0.33]

[-0.73, -0.31]
[-0.12, 0.15]
[-0.18, 0.27]
[-0.16, 0.56]
[-0.12, 0.44]
[-0.52, 0.25]
[-0.54, 0.12]
[0.13, 0.33]

0.00
0.03
0.16
-0.13
0.42

0.02
0.04
0.11
0.11
-0.07
-0.12
0.41

[-0.18, 0.19]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.03, 0.35]
[-0.31, 0.05]
[0.24, 0.60]
R2 = .204**
95% CI [.05, .30]

ΔR2 = .026
95% CI [-.03, .08]

R2 = .220**
95% CI [.04, .31]

ΔR2 = .016
95% CI [-.03, .06]

[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.09, 0.31]
[-0.08, 0.31]
[-0.26, 0.12]
[-0.30, 0.07]
[0.23, 0.60]
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Table 32
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression
weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS
+ BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. PPI_Rn = the rebellious nonconformity subscale of the PPI-R. C1xPPIRn = interaction between
C1:HBvC and PPIrn. C2xPPIRn = interaction between C2:HvB and PPIRn.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 33
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by functional impulsivity,
with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS 0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD 0.05
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
FI
BIS
AnxietyD

0.78
0.04**
0.04
0.03
0.09
0.05

(Intercept) 0.96
C1:HBvC 0.04**
C2:HvB 0.02
FI 0.07
C1xFI 0.01
C2xFI -0.27*
BIS 0.03
AnxietyD 0.04

[-0.34, 1.91]
[0.02, 0.06]
[-0.20, 0.27]
[-0.19, 0.25]
[-0.25, 0.44]
[-0.05, 0.16]

[-0.16, 2.07]
[0.02, 0.06]
[-0.21, 0.25]
[-0.17, 0.32]
[-0.01, 0.03]
[-0.52, -0.01]
[-0.31, 0.38]
[-0.06, 0.15]

0.43
0.03
0.03
0.05
0.09

0.42
0.02
0.06
0.10
-0.19
0.02
0.08

[0.25, 0.62]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.17, 0.22]
[-0.14, 0.24]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .201**
95% CI [.04, .30]

ΔR2 = .189**
95% CI [.05, .33]

R2 = .242**
95% CI [.06, .33]

ΔR2 = .041
95% CI [-.03, .11]

[0.24, 0.61]
[-0.16, 0.20]
[-0.15, 0.28]
[-0.12, 0.31]
[-0.37, -0.00]
[-0.17, 0.21]
[-0.11, 0.27]
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Table 33
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized
regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for
HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. FI = functional impulsivity. C1xFI = interaction between C1:HBvC and FI. C2xFI =
interaction between C2:HvB and FI.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table 34
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by sensation seeking,
with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept) 0.82**
[0.58, 1.06]
BIS 0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD 0.05
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept) 0.84**
C1:HBvC 0.33**
C2:HvB 0.01
BSSS -0.14
BIS 0.09
AnxietyD 0.06

[0.63, 1.06]
[0.20, 0.46]
[-0.22, 0.24]
[-0.31, 0.02]
[-0.24, 0.43]
[-0.04, 0.16]

0.45
0.01
-0.16
0.05
0.10

[0.27, 0.64]
[-0.17, 0.19]
[-0.35, 0.02]
[-0.13, 0.23]
[-0.08, 0.28]
R2 = .234**
ΔR2 = .222**
95% CI [.07, .34] 95% CI [.08, .37]

(Intercept) 0.85**
C1:HBvC 0.33**
C2:HvB -0.00
BSSS -0.13
C1xBSSS 0.00
C2xBSSS 0.05
BIS 0.10
AnxietyD 0.05

[0.63, 1.06]
[0.20, 0.47]
[-0.24, 0.23]
[-0.30, 0.03]
[-0.12, 0.12]
[-0.15, 0.26]
[-0.24, 0.44]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.46
-0.00
-0.15
0.00
0.05
0.05
0.10

[0.27, 0.64]
[-0.19, 0.19]
[-0.34, 0.04]
[-0.19, 0.19]
[-0.15, 0.24]
[-0.13, 0.24]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .236**
ΔR2 = .002
95% CI [.05, .33] 95% CI [-.01, .02]
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Table 34
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression
weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for
HS+ BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BSSS = brief sensation seeking scale. C1xBSSS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BSSS.
C2xBSSS = interaction between C2:HvB and BSSS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Appendix A: Piloted Interview Questions
Table A1
Piloted interview questions.
Set

BS items

HS items

A

BS1

These kinds of firms usually
like to have a really friendly
climate, so we like to hold a
lot of birthday parties and
other social events.
Organizing and planning
these types of things usually
falls to the females, probably
because females are better at
decorating and putting
together menus and picking
out gifts, don’t you think?
[pause] If that sort of thing
were assigned to you at any
point, what steps do you
think you would take to
throw a good office party?

HS1

These kinds of firms put a
lot of emphasis on people
maintaining professional,
courteous relationships at
work. It seems like women
sometimes take things like
innocent jokes a little too
personally and get easily
offended, don’t you think?
[pause] What steps do you
usually take to repair
professional relationships
after you’ve taken things the
wrong way?

A

BS2

These kinds of firms usually
like to have a really
professional atmosphere
where people come to work
well-dressed in nice,
business-casual attire.
Actually…it seems like
females are so much better at
dressing nicely and styling
their hair professionally and
can do a great job of
representing a company in
that way, don’t you think?
[pause] “What sorts of
professional fashion or
styling details would you
choose, as a female, to best
represent the company?”

HS2

These kinds of firms put a
lot of emphasis on people
maintaining professional,
courteous relationships at
work. I don’t know if it’s
just me, but sometimes it
seems like women express
their opinions in a really
annoying way that strikes
me differently than when
men do the same thing.
Have you noticed that too?
[pause] What steps do you
usually take to repair
professional relationships
after you’ve acted overly
opinionated about
something?
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Table A1
Continued
A
BS3

A

BS4.1

A

BS4.2

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women sort of…need a little
extra assistance with some of
the more difficult tasks that
are assigned to them at work,
don’t you agree[?] Can you
tell me a little bit about how
you would handle it if you
needed extra assistance on a
project?

HS3

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women tend to sort
of…exaggerate their
problems at work, don’t you
think[?] We know that
happens to women pretty
often, so can you tell me a
little bit about how you
make sure to properly
handle feedback if a
supervisor or coworker told
you that you were
unnecessarily making a big
deal out of something?

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women are sort of…a bit
more vulnerable than men
and for instance, might need
to be walked to their car after
work if its dark out [?] Can
you tell me a little bit about
how you would go about
asking for that sort of help
when you need it?
So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women are sort of…a bit
more vulnerable than men
and for instance, might need
to be walked to their car after
work if its dark out [?] Can
you tell me what sorts of
vulnerabilities or safety
issues you might have in the
workplace, as a female?

HS4

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women sort of…aren’t as
well-suited for leadership at
work as men are, don’t you
think[?] Can you tell me a
little bit about some of your
struggles with leadership
positions, as a female?
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Table A1
Continued
A
BS5

A

BS6

Sometimes hiring women for HS5
a job like this can be little
tricky--I mean we love that
females are more sweet and
friendly instead of focusing
on job performance only but
it seems like they don’t have
the same natural ability to
excel in the workplace as
men do. Do you know what I
mean? [pause] Can you talk a
little bit about how and when
you struggle to perform
really well?

Sometimes, hiring women
for a job like this can be a
little tricky--I mean we love
when females are
competitive, but it seems
like women complain that
they’re being discriminated
against every time they lose
in a fair competition for a
raise or a promotion.
(Don’t you agree?) How
would you be sure to handle
yourself in a fast-paced
environment, to be
successful but also fair in
your competition with your
coworkers?

Sometimes hiring women for HS6
a job like this can be little
tricky--I mean we love that
they want to do their best,
but it seems like they don’t
have the same toughness
when it comes to handling
negative feedback. You
know? [pause] Can you talk
a little bit about how you
respond when you get critical
feedback?

Sometimes, hiring women
for a job like this can be
little tricky--I mean we love
when females are careeroriented, but it seems like
women sometimes use
flirtation to try to climb up
the career ladder or get
promotions. (Don’t you
agree?) How would you be
sure to handle yourself in a
fast-paced environment, to
be successful but also fair in
your competition with your
coworkers?
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Table A1
Continued
B
BS7

B

BS8

These kinds of firms usually
like to have a really friendly
climate, so we like to hold a
lot of birthday parties and
other social events.
Organizing and planning
these types of things usually
falls to the females, probably
because females are better at
decorating and putting
together menus and picking
out gifts, don’t you think?
[pause] If that sort of thing
were assigned to you at any
point, how would you
respond?
These kinds of firms
usually like to have a really
professional atmosphere
where people come to work
well-dressed in nice,
business-casual attire.
Actually…it seems like
females are so much better
at dressing nicely and
styling their hair
professionally and can do a
great job of representing a
company in that way, don’t
you think? [pause] If
someone gave you
compliments on your
appearance at work or
praised your fashion or
styling details, how do you
think you’d respond?

HS7

These kinds of firms put a
lot of emphasis on people
maintaining professional,
courteous relationships at
work. It seems like women
sometimes take things like
innocent jokes a little too
personally and get easily
offended, don’t you think?
[pause] How do you think
you’d respond if someone at
work suggested that you
were being too sensitive
about a joke that someone
made?

HS8

These kinds of firms put a
lot of emphasis on people
maintaining professional,
courteous relationships at
work. I don’t know if it’s
just me, but sometimes it
seems like women express
their opinions in a really
annoying way that strikes
me differently than when
men do the same thing.
Have you noticed that too?
[pause] How do you think
you would you handle it if
you were called out for
expressing overly strong
opinions at work?
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Table A1
Continued
B
BS9

B

BS10

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women sort of…need a
little extra assistance with
some of the more difficult
tasks that are assigned to
them at work, don’t you
agree[?] How would you
respond if some of the guys
in the department offered
to give you some assistance
on your projects before you
submit them to your
supervisor?

HS9

So, I don’t want to be
HS10
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women are sort of…a bit
more vulnerable than men
and for instance, might need
to be walked to their car after
work if its dark out [?] Can
you tell me a little bit about
how you would respond if
your male coworkers offered
to walk you out to your car at
night?

So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but,
a lot of the time, it seems
like women tend to sort
of…exaggerate their
problems at work, don’t
you think[?] We know
that happens to women
pretty often--how do you
think you’d react if a
supervisor or coworker
told you that you were
unnecessarily making a
big deal out of something?
So, I don’t want to be
offensive or anything but, a
lot of the time, it seems like
women sort of…aren’t as
well-suited for leadership at
work as men are, don’t you
think[?] How do you think
you’d react if one of the
people on your team
questioned your ability to
make decisions and manage
other people?
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Table A1
Continued
B
BS11

B

BS12

Sometimes hiring women for
a job like this can be little
tricky--I mean we love that
females are more sweet and
friendly instead of focusing
on job performance only but
it seems like they don’t have
the same natural ability to
excel in the workplace as
men do. Do you know what I
mean? [pause]Can you talk a
little bit about the struggles
you would have in a
competitive environment”?

HS11

Sometimes, hiring women
for a job like this can be a
little tricky--I mean we love
when females are
competitive, but it seems
like women complain that
they’re being discriminated
against every time they lose
in a fair competition for a
raise or a promotion.
(Don’t you agree?) How
would you handle it if you
got passed over for a
promotion by a man?

Sometimes hiring women for
a job like this can be little
tricky--I mean we love that
they want to do their best,
but it seems like they don’t
have the same toughness
when it comes to handling
negative feedback. You
know? [pause] How would
you be sure to handle your
emotions when you get upset
about critical feedback?

HS12

Sometimes, hiring women
for a job like this can be
little tricky--I mean we love
when females are careeroriented, but it seems like
women sometimes use
flirtation to try to climb up
the career ladder or get
promotions. (Don’t you
agree?) How do you think
you’d respond if you got
accused of using flirtation to
further your career?
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Appendix B: Interview Questions
Set 1
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What is your year in school?
What’s your major?
So, when are you graduating?
What jobs or volunteer experience have you had?
Firms generally like to hire people who have leadership skills—people who are able to
take the lead on tasks when necessary, delegate work to others, and make sure all of the
members of a team have what they need to do their jobs. Do you think leadership skills are
important? [pause]
a. Ok, can you tell me about a time that you successfully demonstrated leadership
skills in a job or class?
b. Now can you tell me about a time that you didn’t succeed in leading well and then
explain what you learned from it?
6. Some of the managers I work with say that people who know themselves well are actually
better in team projects. I’m assuming you agree with that right? [pause] If you had to
describe yourself with one word what would it be? [pause] Ok, can you explain that a
little?
Set 2
Items for Hostile Condition.
1. How do you handle conflicts at work?
2. So, I don’t want to be offensive or anything but, a lot of the time, it seems like women
tend to sort of…exaggerate their problems at work, don’t you think? We know that
happens to women pretty often--how do you think you’d react if a supervisor or coworker
told you that you were unnecessarily making a big deal out of something?
Items for Benevolent Condition.
1. How do you handle difficult assignments at work?
2. So, I don’t want to be offensive or anything but, a lot of the time, it seems like women
sort of…need a little extra assistance with some of the more difficult tasks that are
assigned to them at work, don’t you agree? How would you respond if some of the guys
in the department offered to give you some assistance on your projects before you submit
them to your supervisor?
Items for Control Condition.
1. How do you handle disagreements at work?
2. So, it seems important for workplace relationships for employees to be aware of their
own pet peeves in order to communicate well and get along with others. Don’t you agree?
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[pause] What are your pet peeves, and what would you say to a coworker if they were
doing something that bothered you
Set 3
1. Can you describe for me one or two of the most important accomplishments in your work
or academic career?
2. What makes you unique?
3. Why did you choose the career that you’re studying for?
4. We find that the people who are most successful in their jobs are individuals who have a
keen awareness of their professional strengths and weaknesses. What do you think is your
biggest strength as an employee, and what is your biggest weakness?
5. Think of an experience in which you were involved in at work or in school where things
didn’t go so well. (ask A, wait for reply, and then ask B)
a. Describe the incident and what you did.
b. What did you learn from this incident?
6. Ok, last question: Why should I hire you?
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Appendix C: Personality Measures
Behavioral Inhibition and Activation Scale
Behavioral Inhibition (BIS).
1.
2.
3.
4.

BIS- Anxiety.
I worry about making mistakes.
Criticism or scolding hurts me quite a bit.
I feel pretty worried or upset when I think somebody is angry at me.
I feel worried when I think I have done poorly at something.

FFFS- Fear.
5. If something unpleasant is going to happen I usually get pretty “worked up.”
6. Even if something bad is about to happen to me, I rarely experience fear or nervousness.
7. I have very few fears compared to my friends.
Behavioral Activation (BAS).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

BAS- Reward Responsiveness.
When I get something I want, I feel excited and energized.
When I’m doing well at something, I love to keep at it.
When good things happen to me, it affects me strongly.
It would excite me to win a contest.
When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.

6.
7.
8.
9.

BAS- Drive.
When I want something, I usually go all-out to get it.
I go out of my way to get things I want.
If I see a chance to get something I want, I move on it right away.
When I go after something, I use a “no holds barred” approach.

BAS- Fun Seeking.
10. I will often do things for no other reason than that they might be fun.
11. I crave excitement and new sensations.
12. I’m always willing to try something new if I think it will be fun.
13. I often act on the spur of the moment.
Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ)
1. Stereotypes about women have not affected me personally. (R)
2. I never worry that my behaviors will be viewed as stereotypically female. (R)
3. When interacting with men, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors in terms of the fact
that I am a woman.
4. Most men do not judge women on the basis of their gender. (R)
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5. My being female does not influence how men act with me. (R)
6. I almost never think about the fact that I am female when I interact with men. (R)
7. My being female does not influence how people act with me. (R)
8. Most men have a lot more sexist thoughts than they actually express.
9. I often think that men are unfairly accused of being sexist. (R)
10. Most men have a problem viewing women as equals.
Trait Anger Scale (TAS)
1. I have a fiery temper.
2. I am quick-tempered.
3. I am a hotheaded person.
4. It makes me furious when I am criticized in front of others.
5. I get angry when I’m slowed down by others’ mistakes.
6. I feel infuriated when I do a good job & get poor evaluation.
7. I fly off the handle.
8. I feel annoyed when I am not given recognition for doing good work.
9. When I get mad, I say nasty things.
10. When I get frustrated, I feel like hitting someone.
Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM); Boldness Subscale
1. I’m optimistic more often than not.
2. I have no strong desire to parachute out of an airplane. (R)
3. I am well-equipped to deal with stress.
4. I get scared easily. (R)
5. I'm a born leader.
6. I have a hard time making things turn out the way I want. (R)
7. I have a knack for influencing people.
8. I function well in new situations, even when unprepared.
9. I don't think of myself as talented. (R)
10. I'm afraid of far fewer things than most people.
11. I can get over things that would traumatize others.
12. It worries me to go into an unfamiliar situation without knowing all the details. (R)
13. I can convince people to do what I want.
14. I don’t like to take the lead in groups. (R)
15. It's easy to embarrass me. (R)
16. I stay away from physical danger as much as I can. (R)
17. I don't stack up well against most others. (R)
18. I never worry about making a fool of myself with others.
19. I’m not very good at influencing people. (R
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Appetitive Motivation Scale (AMS)
1. I believe that rules are stifling.
2. I put plans into action.
3. I like to be busy.
4. I like to see how things work.
5. Generally, I choose which rules to follow.
6. I like to do things which are new and different.
7. I like to do things spontaneously.
8. I like to do things my way.
9. I tend to do several things all at the same time.
10. It is important to enjoy the present moment.
11. I actively look for new experiences.
12. I have a feel for how things work.
13. I look for new sensations.
14. I am excited by what is new in my field.
15. I often have lots of spontaneous ideas.
16. I prefer not to plan things too much.
17. I like to be rewarded for what I do.
18. The here and now is what is important.
19. I have new ideas all the time.
20. I enjoy starting projects.
Sensitivity to Punishment and Sensitivity to Reward Questionnaire-20 (SPSRQ-20)
1. Are you frequently encouraged to act by the possibility of being valued in your work, in
your studies, with your friends, or with your family? (SR)
2. Are you often afraid of new or unexpected situations? (SP)
3. Do you often renounce your rights when you know you can avoid a quarrel with a person
or an organization? (SP)
4. Do you often do things to be praised? (SR)
5. Do you like being the center of attention at a party or social meeting? (SR)
6. Do you spend a lot of your time on obtaining a good image? (SR)
7. Are you easily discouraged in difficult situations? (SP)
8. When you are in a group, do you try to make your opinions the most intelligent or the
funnest? (SR)
9. Whenever possible, do you avoid demonstrating your skills for fear of being
embarrassed? (SP)
10. When you are with a group, do you have difficulties selecting a good topic to talk about?
(SP)
11. Does the possibility of social advancement move you to action, even of this involves not
playing fair? (SR)
12. Are you often worried by things that you said or did? (SP)
13. Do you generally try to avoid speaking in public? (SP)
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14. Do you, on a regular basis, think that you could do more things if it was not for your
insecurity or fear? (SP)
15. Do you sometimes do things for quick gain? (SR)
16. Comparing yourself to people you know, are you afraid of many things? (SP)
17. Do you like to put competitive ingredients in all of your activities? (SR)
18. Would you like to be a socially powerful person? (SR)
19. Do you often refrain from doing something because of your fear of being embarrassed?
(SP)
20. Do you like displaying your physical abilities even though this may involve danger? (SR)
Functional and Dysfunctional Impulsivity Scale (FI, DFI)
Functional Impulsivity.
1. I don't like to make decisions quickly, even simple decisions, such as choosing what to
wear, or what to have for dinner. (R)
2. I am good at taking advantage of unexpected opportunities, where you have to do
something immediately or lose your chance.
3. Most of the time, I can put my thoughts into words very rapidly.
4. I am uncomfortable when I have to make up my mind rapidly (R).
5. I like to take part in really fast-paced conversations, where you don't have much time to
think before you speak.
6. I don't like to do things quickly, even when I am doing something that is not very
difficult (R).
7. I would enjoy working at a job that required me to make a lot of split-second decisions.
8. I like sports and games in which you have to choose your next move very quickly.
9. I have often missed out on opportunities because I couldn't make up my mind fast
enough. (R)
10. People have admired me because I can think quickly.
11. I try to avoid activities where you have to act without much time to think first. (R)
Dysfunctional Impulsivity.
1. I will often say whatever comes into my head without thinking first.
2. I enjoy working out problems slowly and carefully.
3. I frequently make appointments without thinking about whether I will be able to keep
them.
4. I frequently buy things without thinking about whether or not I can really afford them.
5. I often make up my mind without taking the time to consider the situation from all
angles.
6. Often, I don't spend enough time thinking over a situation before I act.
7. I often get into trouble because I don't think before I act.
8. Many times the plans I make don't work out because I haven't gone over them carefully
enough in advance.
9. I rarely get involved in projects without first considering the potential problems.
10. Before making any important decision, I carefully weigh the pros and cons.
160

11. I am good at careful reasoning.
12. I often say and do things without considering the consequences.
Brief Sensation Seeking Scale (BSSS)
Experience Seeking.
1. I would like to explore strange places.
2. I would like to take off on a trip with no pre-planned routes or timetables.
Boredom Susceptibility.
3. I get restless when I spend too much time at home.
4. I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable
Thrill and Adventure Seeking.
5. I like to do frightening things.
6. I would like to try bungee jumping.
Disinhibition.
7. I like wild parties.
8. I would love to have new and exciting experiences, even if they are illegal.
Psychopathic Personality Traits (PPI-R)
Rebellious Nonconformity.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I have always seen myself as something of a rebel.
I might like to travel around the country with some motorcyclists and cause trouble.
I like to dress differently from other people.
I don't care about following the "rules"; I make my own rules as I go along.
I would like to hitchhike across the country with no plans.

Fearless Dominance.
Fearlessness.
6. I would find the job of a movie stunt person exciting.
7. Parachute jumping would really scare me. (R)
8. I might like flying across the ocean in a hot-air balloon.
9. If I were a firefighter, I would like the thrill of saving someone from the top of a
burning building.
10. I am a daredevil.
Social Influence.
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11. I'm not good at getting people to do favors for me. (R)
12. I have a talent for getting people to talk to me.
13. I feel sure of myself when I'm around other people.
14. I'm hardly ever the "life of the party." (R)
15. I hardly ever end up being the leader of a group. (R)
Stress Immunity.
16. I am easily flustered in pressured situations. (R)
17. I don't let everyday hassles get on my nerves.
18. I get stressed out when I'm "juggling" too many tasks. (R)
19. I worry about things even when there's no reason to. (R)
20. I can remain calm in situations that would make many other people panic.
Big Five Personality Traits
“I see myself as someone who…”
Agreeableness.
1. tends to find fault with others (R)
2. is generally trusting
Conscientiousness.
3. tends to be lazy (R)
4. does a thorough job
Neuroticism.
5. is relaxed, handles stress well (R)
6. gets nervous easily
Extraversion.
7. is outgoing, sociable
8. is reserved (R)
Openness.
9. has an active imagination
10. has few artistic interests (R)
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Appendix D: Example Responses to Piloted Questions
Table D1
Example responses to piloted questions and pilot scoring codes.
Item

Response Example(s)

Scoring Code

HS8

“If that is the environment here, then I rather not
work here.”

Rejecting job

BS9

“I completely disagree, if I need help I'll ask for it.
Thank you for your time but I'm no longer
interested in this position.”
“If you are fine hearing it from men but not
women, then you are being sexist.”

HS8
HS9

“I believe this question is inappropriate and it is
offensive.”

HS9

“…by saying "I don't want to be offensive or
anything but" does not make what you say any less
rude or offensive, so if you are going to say
something like that then own up to it.”

BS9

Calling out sexism

“That sounds very sexist and I do not appreciate
you doing that. I will request assistance if I feel that
it is necessary.”
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Table D1
Continued
HS8

“I do not understand where you are coming from
when you say that it annoys you when women
express their opinion, unfortunately.”

HS9

“I don't think women exaggerate their problems,
women think situations through thoroughly and I
guess that seems like an exaggeration to men.”

BS8

“I will thank them professionally and acknowledge
that some men dress pretty well as well. Fashion
sense depends on an individual’s personality.”

BS9

“I don't agree, or at least I have never been in the
situation where I take longer than expected, I
always turn in my work within the expected frame
of time. If offered I would kindly accept the
assistance, but I don't think it would be necessary.”

Refuting the sexist
stereotype being
described

HS8
“I would say that I believe both women and men
have the right to express their opinions just as much
as the opposite sex.”
HS8
“If men express their opinions the same way, I don't
think there is anything wrong with what the women
say.”
HS9
"As far as I am concerned, women inequality at the
workplace is still an issue almost all around the
globe. Some women may indeed exaggerate things,
just as some men. It does not depend on person's
gender, in my opinion. However, I could not agree
with you, simply because I do not support such
generalization of people by gender."
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Table D1
Continued
HS8

“I feel like women are forced to express their
opinions in a strongly manner to get their point
across.”

HS9

“I am a firm believer that emotions should not
intervene in my performance at work. Women who
love their line of work will of course react to
situations that are less than optimal. I believe that
enthusiasm is important in the workplace.”

BS8

“I think women tend to have a more professional
appearance since looks have been engrained into
their behavior since childhood by society. Men can
also present a nice professional appearance, but
there are more options and variety for women when
it comes to dressing and styling.”

BS8

“I enjoy getting compliments on my appearance
and fashion, regardless if I am at work or not, as
long as the compliments are appropriate for the
setting and the person. Suggestive compliments are
not professional and I would not tolerate them.”

BS8

“I would appreciate the compliment; however it is
important to understand that so long as my
presentation is natural and not affecting my ability
to work, I would consider that professionalism.
Workplaces that are committed to diversity,
equality and success should not be fixated on
societal standards of appearance and work to fight
against implicit bias.”

BS8

“I would say thank you and hope that the men at
work are also complimented on their appearance.”

HS9

Personally, I feel as though that is a characteristic
that is individualized to each person. Even though I
am a female, I have a level head and do not often
over exaggerate. If someone was to question my
word because I am a woman, I would consult a
manager to consult the sexist issue.”

Reframing the
stereotype in a
positive way

Answering the
question but noting
the gender bias
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Table D1
Continued
BS9

“I would, respectfully, say I am perfectly capable of Answering the
completing the tasks by myself just like any other
question but noting
person, male, would be able to and I do not need to the gender bias
be asked in the future if help is needed just because
I am a woman.”

HS8

“While women’s expression may seem annoying to
you, we are paid to be present and express our
opinions for the better of the firm. I would continue
to express my opinions as I feel fit, and ask you to
understand my thoughts are reasonable and valid.”

BS9

“I believe that if there is too much of physical stress
related work then I would prefer assistance but if it
is a desk job then I assume woman do not need any
assistance from the guys.”

BS8

“I would be grateful for their compliment and feel
more confident in my work after.”

Endorsing or
accepting the sexism

“I think it is very kind for someone to offer help or
assistance. I do not believe I would take it in a
sexist, negative way. I could kindly turn down the
offer for help.”

Endorsing or
accepting the sexism
(continued)

BS9

“I would accept the help.”
BS9
BS8

HS9

HS9

“I love being praised for my look at work because I
feel that it is very unique. I would respond to being
praised on my fashion by telling the person who
complimented me that I really appreciated the
compliment. I would also probably follow up with
a compliment back if there was something I
admired about their style.”
“I would simply ask them to put themselves in my
shoes and ask how they would react, and continue
explaining my point calmly.”

Answering the
question (Woodzicka
& LaFrance, 2005)

“Personally, I would get quiet and timid. Probably
try to take it back.”
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Table D1
Continued
BS8

“I would respond, "Thank you." Then tell them
where I purchase my clothes from and also who is
my fashion icon inspiration.”

Answering the
question (Woodzicka
& LaFrance, 2005)

HS9

“I honestly don't know how I would respond to the
question because it is a little frustrating. I might try
to ask something along the line of how does this
pertain to my work capabilities.”

Asking why the
question was asked
(Woodzicka &
LaFrance, 2005)

HS9

“Again...I do not answer questions from pigs.”

BS9

“Why do you think that was an important question
to ask me?”

HS8

“I would say ‘No.’ and ‘Who the hell do you think
you are? You are a pig.’ Then I would get up and
walk out.”

Refusing to answer
the question
(Woodzicka &
LaFrance, 2005)
Stating that the
question is irrelevant
to the position
(Woodzicka &
LaFrance, 2005)
Stopping the
interview
(Woodzicka &
LaFrance, 2005)
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Appendix E: Scoring Options for Main Study
Table E1
Confrontation scoring codes and explanations, modified from response types developed based on
pilot data.
Statement Code

Description

s_report
s_reject*
s_refuse*
s_callout*
s_rejstr*
s_offended
s_irrelevant*
s_rationalize*
s_personal
s_avoidance
s_liking

s_clarify
s_support

asking to report the interviewer to HR immediately
rejecting the job/leaving interview immediately
refusing to answer the question
calling out sexist nature of interviewer's statement, must use word "sexist"
rejecting the sexist stereotype interviewer holds
expressing frustration or offense at the interviewer
pointing out that the question is not relevant (or asking why it is being asked)
rationalizing or explaining the interviewer's sexist stereotype in a positive way
take personal responsibility for the sexist attitude
not saying anything, avoiding a confrontation, no reply
seeking liking/impression management/egalitarianism toward the
interviewer/tentative language/professionalism/softening confrontation
answer question straightforwardly (no liking, no unsureness or attempts to soften
a confrontation)
endorsement of the sexism/accepting the compliment or stereotype from the
interviewer
asking for clarification/specific examples
request social and organizational/formal support for a conflict situation

Question Code

Description

q_report
q_reject*
q_refuse*
q_callout*
q_rejstr*
q_offended
q_irrelevant*

reporting hypothetical coworker or boss to HR immediately
rejecting the job/saying they would quit if someone said/asked that
would refuse the help/comment at work
would call out sexism at work
would rejecting the sexist stereotype
would express frustration or offense at hypothetical coworker
would point out that the skill/assistance is not relevant (or would question
coworker about their assertion or offer)
would rationalize or explaining the sexist stereotype in a positive way in the
workplace context
ask for clarification/specific example
take personal responsibility for the accusation
not say anything, avoid a confrontation, not reply
would seeking liking/impression management/egalitarianism in the workplace
scenario
would endorse the sexism/accepting the compliment, negative attitude, or help
from coworker

s_ answer*
s_endorse*

q_rationalize*
q_clarify
q_personal
q_avoidance
q_liking
q_endorse*
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Table E1
Continued
q_answer*
q_clarify
q_support

answer question straightforwardly (no liking, no unsureness or attempts to soften
a confrontation); not acknowledge sexism
asking for clarification/specific examples
social and organizational/formal support in conflict situation/conflict mediation

Note. Items with asterisks were carried over from scoring system based on pilot data. Items without
asterisks were developed based on recorded responses of the first 10 subjects whose data were
included in the study.
Statement codes were used to codify responses to the first portion of each sexist interview question,
regarding how women responded to the sexist attitudes expressed by the interviewer during the
session; HS: “So, a lot of the time, it seems like women tend to sort of…exaggerate their problems at
work, don’t you think?”; BS: “So, a lot of the time, it seems like women sort of…need a little extra
assistance with some of the more difficult tasks that are assigned to them at work, don’t you
agree?”
Question codes were used to codify responses to the second portion of each sexist question
regarding how women would respond to sexism in a hypothetical future workplace scenario; HS:
“We know that happens to women pretty often--how do you think you’d react if a supervisor or
coworker told you that you were unnecessarily making a big deal out of something”; BS: “How
would you respond if some of the guys in the department offered to give you some assistance on your
projects before you submit them to your supervisor?”
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Appendix F: Emotion Scale
1. How guilty do you feel?
2. How happy do you feel?
3. How annoyed do you feel?
4. How anxious do you feel?
5. How sad do you feel?
6. How ashamed do you feel?
7. How distressed do you feel?
8. How disgusted do you feel?
9. How nervous do you feel?
10. How elated do you feel?
11. How enthusiastic do you feel?
12. How hostile do you feel?
13. How angry do you feel?
14. How jittery do you feel?
15. How depressed do you feel?
16. How embarrassed do you feel?
17. How doubtful of yourself do you feel?
18. How resentful do you feel?
19. How surprised do you feel?
20. How much loathing do you feel?
21. How irritable do you feel?
22. How scornful do you feel?
23. How angry with yourself do you feel?
24. How disgusted with yourself do you feel?
25. How blameworthy do you feel?
26. How dissatisfied with yourself do you feel?
27. How shaky do you feel?
28. How frightened do you feel?
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Appendix F: Interviewer Evaluation
Program Experience Report
You have just participated in a research study which was aimed at improving Revolution’s
interview preparation program. In order to get valuable feedback on the quality of our training
program, you are being asked to evaluate the behavior and interactions with the researchers
involved and to give feedback on how you think the training program could be improved. Please
answer the following questions honestly and accurately about both the interviewer and the
research. Please do NOT put your name on this form in order to keep the evaluations
anonymous. If items do not pertain to the research or researcher, please mark 0 for “not
applicable”.
Research undergoing evaluation: Revolution Interview

Date of Evaluation:

Interviewer Gender: □Male □Female

1) Rate the researcher on the following qualities:
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1
Not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Very Much

7

8

9
Very Much

Politeness
Communication skills
Positive attitude
Professionalism
Interpersonal skills
Negative attitude

2) To what extent did the interviewer make you feel the following?
1
2
3
4
5
6
Not at all
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BAS HS BS STEM INTERVIEW
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Depressed
Fearful
Ashamed
Guilty
Embarrassed
Doubtful of myself
Sad
Angry
Disgusted
Hostile
Resentful
Surprised
3) Would you recommend this interviewer continue to work with the Revolution interview
training program? □ Yes □ No
□

4) Would you like us to pass your feedback on to the interviewer anonymously?
Yes □ No
5) Should we flag your feedback for immediate review by upper management in Revolution?
□ Yes □ No
Experiences during the Research

The following are potentially negative situations that might take place during this type of
research. Please answer the questions as accurately and honestly as possible. Your anonymity is
assured.
During your interaction(s) with the researcher(s), did any of these thoughts cross your mind? If
so, please indicate which researcher made you think this by giving the researcher’s title.
1
Not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Very much

1. I feel uncomfortable.
2. I feel that the interviewer was poorly trained for this role.
3. I feel that I have been discriminated against.
________ 4. I feel that the questions asked of me were irrelevant to the kind of job I might apply
for.
________ 5. I feel that the questions asked of me did not allow me to display my best qualities.
________ 6. I feel that the questions asked were not helpful in determining my suitability for an
entry-level job in my field.
7. I have a feeling the interviewer may be sexist.
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8. I have the feeling that s/he wanted to trap me in the role of my gender.
9. I feel ill at ease with what s/he thinks of my gender.
10. I disagree with his/her considerations about my gender.
11. I have a feeling the researcher may be racist.
12. I have the feeling that s/he wanted to trap me in the role of my race/ethnicity.
13. I feel ill at ease with what s/he thinks of my race/ethnicity.
________ 14. I feel that the interviewer did not give me any helpful feedback.
________15. I have a feeling that the interviewer did not like me, personally.
In your own words, please comment about your interaction with the interviewer, and offer
positive and negative constructive feedback that might help them in their role.

As an interviewee, did you think the questions seemed reasonable? Comment on the difficulty of
the questions, how relevant they might be for selecting a job applicant in your field, etc.

Please offer feedback on this interview program in general. What do you think might improve
training program or help future participants have the most positive experience possible?

____________
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Appendix G: Bivariate Correlations
Table G1
Bivariate correlations between all analyzed variables.
Variable
1. D1
2. D2

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

.00
[-.19, .19]

3. BAS

.22*
[.03, .40]

-.01
[-.20, .19]

4. BIS

.03
[-.17, .22]

.06
[-.13, .25]

-.04
[-.23, .15]

5. SR

.11
[-.09, .29]

-.22*
[-.39, -.02]

.46**
[.29, .60]

.24*
[.05, .42]

6. TA

.01
[-.18, .20]

-.02
[-.21, .18]

.28**
[.09, .45]

.27**
[.08, .44]

.42**
[.25, .57]

7. DFI

.17
[-.03, .35]

.04
[-.16, .23]

.06
[-.13, .25]

.02
[-.17, .21]

.25*
[.05, .42]

.37**
[.19, .53]

8. FI

-.07
[-.26, .13]

-.11
[-.30, .09]

.39**
[.21, .54]

-.20*
[-.38, -.00]

.26**
[.07, .43]

.01
[-.19, .20]

.02
[-.18, .21]

9. AM

.19
[-.01, .37]

-.03
[-.22, .17]

.61**
[.47, .72]

-.05
[-.25, .14]

.44**
[.26, .58]

.04
[-.15, .24]

.09
[-.11, .28]

.39**
[.21, .54]

10. SB

.09
[-.11, .28]

-.11
[-.30, .09]

.51**
[.35, .64]

-.36**
[-.52, -.18]

.34**
[.16, .50]

-.09
[-.28, .11]

-.09
[-.28, .11]

.49**
[.32, .62]

.54**
[.39, .67]

11. AngD

.04
[-.16, .23]

-.02
[-.21, .18]

-.07
[-.26, .12]

-.12
[-.31, .07]

-.21*
[-.39, -.02]

-.15
[-.33, .05]

-.04
[-.23, .16]

-.07
[-.26, .12]

-.13
[-.32, .06]

-.02
[-.21, .18]

12. AnxD

.03
[-.17, .22]

-.06
[-.25, .14]

-.07
[-.26, .13]

.05
[-.14, .24]

-.18
[-.36, .01]

-.12
[-.31, .08]

-.09
[-.28, .11]

-.20*
[-.38, -.00]

-.02
[-.21, .18]

-.07
[-.26, .13]
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Table G1 Continued
Bivariate correlations between all analyzed variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

13. CF

.45**
[.27, .59]

.02
[-.17, .22]

.08
[-.12, .27]

.06
[-.13, .26]

.09
[-.11, .28]

.07
[-.13, .27]

-.04
[-.24, .16]

-.02
[-.22, .18]

.14
[-.06, .33]

.12
[-.08, .31]

14. OE

-.00
[-.21, .20]

-.14
[-.33, .07]

.04
[-.17, .24]

.29**
[.09, .46]

.19
[-.01, .38]

-.07
[-.27, .13]

-.10
[-.29, .11]

.11
[-.09, .31]

.02
[-.18, .22]

.07
[-.13, .27]

15. AQ

.07
[-.14, .27]

-.19
[-.38, .02]

-.02
[-.23, .18]

.31**
[.11, .48]

.19
[-.01, .38]

-.06
[-.26, .14]

-.07
[-.27, .14]

.05
[-.15, .25]

-.00
[-.21, .20]

.02
[-.18, .22]

16. VC

.08
[-.12, .28]

-.22*
[-.41, -.02]

.02
[-.19, .22]

.32**
[.12, .49]

.29**
[.09, .46]

.06
[-.15, .25]

-.01
[-.21, .19]

-.00
[-.21, .20]

.01
[-.19, .21]

-.02
[-.22, .19]

17. VDF

-.13
[-.33, .07]

.06
[-.14, .26]

.08
[-.13, .28]

-.05
[-.25, .16]

-.05
[-.25, .15]

-.08
[-.28, .12]

-.12
[-.32, .08]

.26*
[.06, .44]

.10
[-.10, .30]

.11
[-.09, .31]

18. PNV

-.04
[-.24, .16]

.02
[-.19, .22]

-.02
[-.23, .18]

-.11
[-.31, .09]

.02
[-.19, .22]

-.04
[-.25, .16]

-.00
[-.21, .20]

-.10
[-.30, .11]

-.10
[-.30, .11]

.04
[-.16, .24]

19. ECR

.22*
[.01, .40]

.07
[-.14, .27]

-.12
[-.31, .09]

-.01
[-.22, .19]

-.03
[-.23, .17]

-.21*
[-.39, -.00]

-.16
[-.36, .04]

-.16
[-.35, .04]

-.11
[-.31, .09]

.09
[-.11, .29]

20. BPR

-.02
[-.23, .18]

-.17
[-.36, .04]

-.13
[-.32, .08]

-.02
[-.22, .19]

.10
[-.11, .30]

.14
[-.07, .34]

.08
[-.12, .28]

-.19
[-.38, .01]

-.08
[-.28, .13]

-.12
[-.31, .09]

21. HHR

.02
[-.18, .23]

-.00
[-.21, .20]

-.08
[-.28, .12]

-.04
[-.24, .16]

-.02
[-.22, .19]

.01
[-.19, .22]

-.07
[-.27, .14]

-.04
[-.24, .17]

-.07
[-.27, .14]

-.01
[-.21, .20]

22. HMR

.10
[-.11, .30]

-.03
[-.23, .18]

.14
[-.07, .34]

-.03
[-.23, .18]

.19
[-.02, .38]

-.05
[-.26, .15]

-.00
[-.21, .20]

.06
[-.14, .26]

.15
[-.06, .34]

.23*
[.03, .42]

23. SMR

.03
[-.18, .23]

.11
[-.10, .31]

-.13
[-.33, .07]

-.04
[-.24, .17]

-.18
[-.37, .03]

.02
[-.18, .23]

-.04
[-.25, .16]

-.22*
[-.40, -.01]

-.14
[-.34, .06]

-.12
[-.31, .09]
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Table G1 Continued
Bivariate correlations between all analyzed variables.
Variable

11

12. AnxD

.40**
[.22, .55]

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

13. CF

-.06
[-.25, .14]

.09
[-.11, .29]

14. OE

.01
[-.19, .21]

-.03
[-.23, .17]

.16
[-.05, .35]

15. AQ

-.01
[-.21, .20]

.05
[-.15, .25]

.19
[-.02, .38]

.91**
[.87, .94]

16. VC

-.03
[-.24, .17]

.02
[-.19, .22]

.21*
[.01, .40]

.86**
[.79, .90]

.90**
[.85, .93]

17. VDF

-.09
[-.29, .11]

-.10
[-.30, .11]

.01
[-.19, .21]

-.07
[-.27, .13]

-.16
[-.35, .05]

-.36**
[-.52, -.17]

18. PNV

-.03
[-.23, .17]

-.12
[-.31, .09]

-.09
[-.29, .12]

.15
[-.06, .35]

.03
[-.18, .23]

-.03
[-.23, .18]

.28**
[.08, .46]

19. ECR

-.02
[-.22, .19]

.11
[-.10, .31]

.06
[-.15, .26]

.06
[-.15, .26]

.03
[-.17, .24]

-.06
[-.26, .15]

.13
[-.08, .33]

.56**
[.40, .69]

20. BPR

-.02
[-.23, .18]

-.01
[-.22, .19]

.00
[-.20, .21]

.07
[-.14, .27]

.10
[-.11, .30]

.13
[-.08, .33]

-.03
[-.24, .18]

.40**
[.21, .56]

.10
[-.11, .30]

21. HHR

-.01
[-.22, .19]

-.11
[-.31, .10]

-.09
[-.29, .11]

-.26*
[-.45, -.06]

-.28**
[-.46, -.08]

-.23*
[-.41, -.02]

.08
[-.13, .28]

.09
[-.12, .29]

.00
[-.20, .21]

.22*
[.01, .40]

22. HMR

-.19
[-.38, .01]

-.27**
[-.45, -.07]

.04
[-.17, .24]

.21
[-.00, .40]

.16
[-.05, .36]

.11
[-.10, .31]

.29**
[.09, .47]

.46**
[.28, .61]

.19
[-.02, .38]

.51**
[.34, .64]

23. SMR

-.05
[-.25, .16]

-.06
[-.26, .15]

-.06
[-.26, .14]

-.03
[-.23, .18]

-.10
[-.30, .11]

-.07
[-.27, .14]

.08
[-.13, .28]

.50**
[.33, .64]

.27**
[.07, .45]

.21*
[.00, .39]
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Table G1 Continued
Bivariate correlations between all analyzed variables.
Variable

21

22. HMR

.24*
[.03, .42]

23. SRR

.14
[-.07, .34]

22

.22*
[.02, .41]

Note. C1:HBvC = contrast code 1 comparing hostile and BSto control. C2:HvB = contrast code3 comparing hostile and benevolent. BAS = behavioral
activation. BIS = behavioral inhibition. SR = sensitivity to reward. TA = trait anger. DFI = dysfunctional impulsivity. FI = functional impulsivity. AM =
appetitive motivation. SB = social boldness. AngD = change in anger. AnxD = change in anxiety. CF= confrontation summed across statement and question
portions of question Set 2. OE = overall interview outcome evaluation. AQ = answer quality interview outcome. VC= verbal content rating interview
outcome. VDF = verbal disfluency. PNV = positive nonverbal rating. ECR= eye contact score. BPR= body position movements. HHR = rating of amount
participant touched their head. SMR = rating of amount participant smiled.
* p < .05, ** p < .01
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Appendix H: Tables for Research Question 7
Table H1
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by appetitive
motivation, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.82**
[0.58, 1.06]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
AM
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
AM
C1xAM
C2xAM
BIS
AnxietyD

0.82**
0.31**
0.04
0.13
0.07
0.05

0.82**
0.31**
0.06
0.09
-0.04
-0.40
0.12
0.05

[0.60, 1.03]
[0.18, 0.45]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.29, 0.54]
[-0.27, 0.41]
[-0.05, 0.15]

[0.60, 1.04]
[0.17, 0.45]
[-0.17, 0.29]
[-0.33, 0.51]
[-0.33, 0.26]
[-0.93, 0.13]
[-0.22, 0.47]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.43
0.03
0.06
0.04
0.09

0.43
0.05
0.04
-0.02
-0.14
0.07
0.10

[0.24, 0.62]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.13, 0.24]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.10, 0.27]
R2 = .212**
95% CI [.05, .31]

ΔR2 = .200**
95% CI [.06, .34]

R2 = .231**
95% CI [.05, .32]

ΔR2 = .019
95% CI [-.03, .07]

[0.24, 0.62]
[-0.14, 0.23]
[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.21, 0.16]
[-0.34, 0.05]
[-0.12, 0.25]
[-0.09, 0.28]
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Table H1
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights.
beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence
interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of
study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for hostile + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. AM =
appetitive motivation. C1xAM = interaction between C1:HBvC and AM. C2xAM = interaction between C2:HvB and
AM.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table H2
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by rebellious
nonconformity, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.82**
[0.58, 1.06]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
PPI_Rn
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
PPI_Rn
C1xPPIRn
C2xPPIRn
BIS
AnxietyD

0.82**
0.31**
0.04
0.11
0.07
0.05

0.80**
0.33**
0.04
0.06
0.17
0.09
0.07
0.05

[0.60, 1.03]
[0.18, 0.45]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.23, 0.46]
[-0.27, 0.41]
[-0.05, 0.15]

[0.58, 1.02]
[0.19, 0.47]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.31, 0.43]
[-0.12, 0.46]
[-0.31, 0.49]
[-0.27, 0.41]
[-0.06, 0.15]

0.43
0.03
0.06
0.04
0.09

0.46
0.03
0.03
0.12
0.04
0.04
0.08

[0.25, 0.62]
[-0.15, 0.21]
[-0.13, 0.25]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .212**
95% CI [.05, .31]

ΔR2 = .200**
95% CI [.06, .34]

R2 = .225**
95% CI [.04, .31]

ΔR2 = .013
95% C I[-.03, .05]

[0.27, 0.65]
[-0.15, 0.21]
[-0.17, 0.23]
[-0.08, 0.31]
[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.10, 0.27]
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Table H2
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights.
beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence
interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of
study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. PPI_Rn = the
rebellious nonconformity subscale of the PPI-R. C1xPPIRn = interaction between C1:HBvC and PPIrn. C2xPPIRn =
interaction between C2:HvB and PPIRn.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H3
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by functional
impulsivity, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
FI
BIS
AnxietyD

0.58
0.32**
0.04
0.04
0.07
0.05

[-0.53, 1.69]
[0.19, 0.46]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.18, 0.26]
[-0.27, 0.42]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.44
0.03
0.03
0.04
0.09

[0.26, 0.63]
[-0.15, 0.21]
[-0.16, 0.23]
[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .210**
ΔR2 = .198**
95% CI [.05, .31] 95% CI [.06, .34]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
FI
C1xFI
C2xFI
BIS
AnxietyD

0.77
0.31**
0.03
0.03
0.07
-0.27*
0.01
0.04

[-0.33, 1.88]
[0.18, 0.45]
[-0.20, 0.25]
[-0.19, 0.24]
[-0.07, 0.22]
[-0.52, -0.01]
[-0.33, 0.35]
[-0.06, 0.15]

0.43
0.02
0.02
0.09
-0.19
0.01
0.08

[0.25, 0.61]
[-0.16, 0.20]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.09, 0.27]
[-0.37, -0.01]
[-0.18, 0.19]
[-0.11, 0.26]
R2 = .253**
ΔR2 = .043
95% CI [.06, .34] 95% CI [-.03, .11]
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Table H3
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end
of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. FI =
functional impulsivity. C1xFI = interaction between C1:HBvC and FI. C2xFI = interaction between C2:HvB and
FI.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01

Table H4
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Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by sensation
seeking, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
-0.49**
[-0.69, -0.28]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12,
0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BSSS
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.49**
0.02
0.02
0.02
-0.27
0.22**

[-0.70, -0.28]
[-0.11, 0.15]
[-0.21, 0.25]
[-0.14, 0.18]
[-0.60, 0.06]
[0.12, 0.32]

0.03
0.02
0.02
-0.15
0.40

[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.17, 0.20]
[-0.17, 0.21]
[-0.34, 0.04]
[0.22, 0.59]
R2 = .180**
ΔR2 = .002
95% CI [.03, .28] 95% CI [-.01, .02]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BSSS
C1xBSSS
C2xBSSS
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.49**
0.02
0.03
0.01
0.01
-0.02
-0.27
0.22**

[-0.71, -0.28]
[-0.11, 0.16]
[-0.21, 0.27]
[-0.16, 0.18]
[-0.11, 0.12]
[-0.23, 0.18]
[-0.60, 0.07]
[0.12, 0.32]

0.03
0.02
0.01
0.01
-0.02
-0.15
0.40

[-0.16, 0.22]
[-0.17, 0.21]
[-0.18, 0.21]
[-0.18, 0.20]
[-0.22, 0.18]
[-0.34, 0.04]
[0.22, 0.59]
R2 = .181**
ΔR2 = .001
95% CI [.02, .26] 95% CI [-.01, .01]
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Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end
of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for hostile + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. BSSS
= brief sensation seeking scale. C1xBSSS = interaction between C1:HBvC and BSSS. C2xBSSS = interaction
between C2:HvB and BSSS.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table H5
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by trait anger,
with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.37
[-0.68, 1.42]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12,
0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
TA
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
TA
C1xTA
C2xTA
BIS
AnxietyD

0.30
0.00
0.01
-0.10
-0.23
0.22**

0.28
0.00
0.01
-0.12
-0.00
-0.05
-0.22
0.22**

[-0.81, 1.41]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.21, 0.24]
[-0.41, 0.21]
[-0.57, 0.11]
[0.11, 0.32]

[-0.85, 1.41]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.22, 0.24]
[-0.48, 0.23]
[-0.04, 0.03]
[-0.40, 0.31]
[-0.57, 0.12]
[0.11, 0.32]

0.04
0.01
-0.06
-0.13
0.40

0.04
0.01
-0.08
-0.03
-0.02
-0.13
0.39

[-0.14, 0.22]
[-0.17, 0.19]
[-0.26, 0.13]
[-0.32, 0.06]
[0.21, 0.58]
R2 = .184**
95% CI [.03, .28]

ΔR2 = .005
95% CI [-.02, .03]

R2 = .185**
95% CI [.02, .27]

ΔR2 = .002
95% CI [-.01, .02]

[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.18, 0.20]
[-0.30, 0.14]
[-0.24, 0.18]
[-0.21, 0.16]
[-0.32, 0.07]
[0.20, 0.58]
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Table H5
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end
of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for hostile + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. TA =
the trait anger. C1xTA = interaction between C1:HBvC and TA. C2xTA = interaction between C2:HvB and TA.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H6
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by trait anger,
with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
TA
BIST
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
TA
C1xTA
C2xTA
BIS
AnxietyD

0.91
0.04**
0.04
0.12
0.05
0.05

0.95
0.04**
0.04
0.15
0.01
0.19
0.04
0.05

[-0.23, 2.05]
[0.02, 0.06]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.21, 0.44]
[-0.30, 0.40]
[-0.05, 0.16]

[-0.20, 2.10]
[0.03, 0.06]
[-0.19, 0.28]
[-0.22, 0.52]
[-0.03, 0.04]
[-0.18, 0.56]
[-0.31, 0.40]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.43
0.03
0.07
0.03
0.10

0.44
0.04
0.09
0.05
0.10
0.02
0.09

[0.25, 0.62]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.12, 0.26]
[-0.16, 0.22]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .205**
95% CI [.05, .31]

ΔR2 = .193**
95% CI [.05, .33]

R2 = .216**
95% CI [.04, .30]

ΔR2 = .011
95% CI [-.03, .05]

[0.25, 0.62]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.13, 0.30]
[-0.16, 0.26]
[-0.09, 0.28]
[-0.17, 0.22]
[-0.10, 0.28]
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Table H6
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end
of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. TA =
the trait anger. C1xTA = interaction between C1:HBvC and TA. C2xTA = interaction between C2:HvB and TA.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H7
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by
dysfunctional impulsivity, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.37
[-0.68, 1.42]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
DFI
BIS
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
DFI
C1xDFI
C2xDFI
BIS
AnxietyD

0.40
0.00
0.02
-0.01
-0.26
0.22**

0.31
0.00
0.03
-0.01
-0.00
-0.17
-0.23
0.21**

[-0.68, 1.47]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.21, 0.25]
[-0.23, 0.21]
[-0.59, 0.07]
[0.12, 0.32]

[-0.77, 1.40]
[-0.01, 0.02]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-0.26, 0.23]
[-0.02, 0.02]
[-0.43, 0.09]
[-0.56, 0.11]
[0.10, 0.31]

0.04
0.01
-0.01
-0.15
0.40

0.04
0.03
-0.01
-0.01
-0.12
-0.13
0.38

[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.17, 0.20]
[-0.19, 0.18]
[-0.33, 0.04]
[0.22, 0.59]
R2 = .180**
95% CI [.03, .28]

ΔR2 = .002
95% C I [-.01, .02]

R2 = .194**
95% CI [.02, .28]

ΔR2 = .014
95% CI [-.03, .05]

[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.22, 0.20]
[-0.22, 0.21]
[-0.32, 0.07]
[-0.31, 0.06]
[0.19, 0.57]

191

BAS HS BS STEM INTERVIEW

192

Table H7
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights.
beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence
interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end of
study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. DFI =
dysfunctional impulsivity. C1xDFI = interaction between C1:HBvC and DFI. C2XDFI = interaction between C2:HvB
and DFI.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table H8
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by
dysfunctional impulsivity, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
DFI
BIST
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
DFI
C1xDFI
C2xDFI
BIS
AnxietyD

0.60
0.33**
0.04
-0.13
0.07
0.04

0.65
0.33**
0.03
-0.13
-0.01
0.10
0.05
0.05

[-0.49, 1.68]
[0.20, 0.47]
[-0.19, 0.27]
[-0.35, 0.09]
[-0.27, 0.40]
[-0.06, 0.14]

[-0.45, 1.75]
[0.20, 0.47]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-0.35, 0.09]
[-0.17, 0.16]
[-0.16, 0.37]
[-0.29, 0.39]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.46
0.03
-0.11
0.04
0.08

0.46
0.03
-0.11
-0.01
0.08
0.03
0.09

[0.28, 0.64]
[-0.15, 0.21]
[-0.30, 0.07]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.11, 0.26]
R2 = .220**
95% CI [.06, .32]

ΔR2 = .208**
95% CI [.07, .35]

R2 = .226**
95% CI [.04, .31]

ΔR2= .005
95% CI [-.02, .03]

[0.27, 0.65]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.30, 0.08]
[-0.20, 0.18]
[-0.12, 0.27]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.10, 0.28]
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Table H8
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control.
DFI = dysfunctional impulsivity. C1xDFI = interaction between C1:HBvC and DFI. C2xDFI = interaction
between C2:HvB and DFI.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H9
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by
sensitivity to reward, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.37
[-0.68, 1.42]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.22, 0.59]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [.05, .30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SR
BIS
AnxietyD

0.20
0.03
-0.02
-0.14
-0.20
0.21**

[-0.90, 1.30]
[-0.10, 0.16]
[-0.25, 0.21]
[-0.35, 0.08]
[-0.54, 0.14]
[0.10, 0.31]

0.05
-0.02
-0.13
-0.11
0.38

[-0.14, 0.23]
[-0.21, 0.17]
[-0.33, 0.07]
[-0.30, 0.08]
[0.19, 0.56]
R2 = .193**
ΔR2 = .014
95% CI [.04, .29] 95% CI [-.03, .06]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SR
C1xSR
C2xSR
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.05
0.02
-0.01
-0.20
-0.17
0.30
-0.14
0.21**

[-1.17, 1.07]
[-0.11, 0.15]
[-0.25, 0.22]
[-0.57, 0.17]
[-0.69, 0.34]
[-0.19, 0.80]
[-0.48, 0.20]
[0.10, 0.31]

0.02
-0.01
-0.19
-0.09
0.17
-0.08
0.38

[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.20, 0.18]
[-0.53, 0.15]
[-0.36, 0.18]
[-0.11, 0.46]
[-0.27, 0.11]
[0.19, 0.57]
R2 = .225**
ΔR2 = .032
95% CI [.05, .31] 95% CI [-.03, .09]
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Table H9
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control.
SR = sensitivity to reward. C1xSR = interaction between C1:HBvC and SR. C2xSR = interaction between
C2:HvB and SR.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H10
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on change in anger, moderated by social
boldness, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
-0.46**
[-0.67, -0.25]
BIS
-0.26
[-0.58, 0.06]
-0.15
[-0.33, 0.04]
0.22**
[0.12, 0.32]
0.40
[0.21, 0.58]
AnxietyD
R2 = .178**
95% CI [[.05 ,.30]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SB
AnxietyD

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SB
C1xSB
C2xSB
BIS
AnxietyD

-0.46**
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.22**

-0.51**
0.02
0.03
-0.35
-0.08
0.75
-0.26
0.22**

[-0.67, -0.25]
[-0.11, 0.15]
[-0.22, 0.24]
[-0.38, 0.41]
[0.12, 0.32]

[-0.72, -0.30]
[-0.11, 0.15]
[-0.20, 0.26]
[-1.00, 0.30]
[-1.08, 0.91]
[-0.16, 1.65]
[-0.62, 0.09]
[0.12, 0.33]

0.03
0.01
0.01
0.40

0.03
0.02
-0.17
-0.02
0.22
-0.15
0.41

[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.18, 0.19]
[-0.18, 0.20]
[0.21, 0.58]
R2 = .158**
95% CI [.03, .26]

ΔR2 = .001
95% CI [-.01, .01]

R2 = .213**
95% CI [.04, .30]

ΔR2 = .055
95% CI [-.02, .13]

[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.47, 0.14]
[-0.26, 0.22]
[-0.05, 0.48]
[-0.34, 0.05]
[0.23, 0.59]
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Table H10
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2 (end
of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs control. SB =
the social boldness. C1xSB = interaction between C1:HBvC and TPM. C2xSB = interaction between C2:HvB
and SB.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H11
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by social
boldness, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.82**
[0.58, 1.06]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
BIS
AnxietyD

0.82**
0.32**
0.03
0.06
0.05

[0.60, 1.03]
[0.19, 0.45]
[-0.19, 0.26]
[-0.27, 0.40]
[-0.05, 0.15]

0.44
0.03
0.03
0.09

[0.26, 0.63]
[-0.16, 0.21]
[-0.15, 0.22]
[-0.10, 0.27]
R2 = .209**

ΔR2 = .197**
95% CI [.06,
95% CI [.06, .32]
.34]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SB
C1xSB
C2xSB
BIS
AnxietyD

0.80**
0.31**
0.06
0.00
-0.05
0.76
0.16
0.06

[0.58, 1.01]
[0.18, 0.44]
[-0.17, 0.29]
[-0.65, 0.65]
[-1.05, 0.94]
[-0.14, 1.67]
[-0.19, 0.52]
[-0.04, 0.16]

0.43
0.05
0.00
-0.01
0.22
0.09
0.10

[0.24, 0.61]
[-0.13, 0.23]
[-0.30, 0.30]
[-0.25, 0.22]
[-0.04, 0.47]
[-0.11, 0.29]
[-0.08, 0.29]
R2 = .252**

ΔR2 = .043
95% CI [-.03,
95% CI [.06, .34]
.11]
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Table H11
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of
a confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs
control. SB = the social boldness. C1xSB = interaction between C1:HBvC and TPM. C2xSB = interaction
between C2:HvB and SB.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Table H12
Hierarchical linear regression testing the effect of sexism condition on confrontation, moderated by sensitivity
to reward, with BIS and change in anxiety covaried.
b
beta
Predictor
b
95% CI
beta
95% CI
Fit
Difference
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
(Intercept)
0.47
[-0.72, 1.67]
BIS
0.11
[-0.27, 0.48]
0.06
[-0.14, 0.26]
0.05
[-0.06, 0.16]
0.09
[-0.11, 0.29]
AnxietyD
R2 = .012
95% CI [.00, .07]
(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SR
BIST
AnxietyD

0.67
0.32**
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.05

[-0.45, 1.80]
[0.18, 0.45]
[-0.19, 0.29]
[-0.17, 0.27]
[-0.31, 0.39]
[-0.05, 0.16]

0.44
0.04
0.04
0.02
0.10

[0.25, 0.62]
[-0.15, 0.23]
[-0.16, 0.24]
[-0.17, 0.21]
[-0.09, 0.28]
R2 = .210**
ΔR2 = .198**
95% CI [.05, .31] 95% CI [.06, .34]

(Intercept)
C1:HBvC
C2:HvB
SR
C1xSR
C2xSR
BIS
AnxietyD

0.68
0.33**
0.07
-0.10
0.20
0.22
0.03
0.06

[-0.49, 1.84]
[0.19, 0.47]
[-0.18, 0.31]
[-0.53, 0.32]
[-0.38, 0.77]
[-0.33, 0.77]
[-0.33, 0.39]
[-0.05, 0.17]

0.45
0.05
-0.09
0.10
0.13
0.02
0.11

[0.26, 0.64]
[-0.14, 0.25]
[-0.48, 0.29]
[-0.20, 0.40]
[-0.19, 0.44]
[-0.18, 0.21]
[-0.08, 0.31]
R2 = .216**
ΔR2 = .006
95% CI [.04, .30] 95% CI [-.02, .03]
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Table H12
Continued
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight is significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a
confidence interval, respectively.
BIS = behavioral inhibition. AnxietyD = change in anxiety between Time 1 (beginning of study) and Time 2
(end of study). C1:HBvC = contrast code for HS + BS vs control. C2:HvB = contrast code for HS vs
control. SR = sensitivity to reward. C1xSR = interaction between C1:HBvC and SR. C2xSR = interaction
between C2:HvB and SR.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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